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AB3TSACT 


During  a  period  of  six  months  froa  February  to  July  1964,  eke 
Ok  1  ah  anus  City,  etc  1  eh  ana,  area  was  repeatedly  exposed  to  aooic  boom 
generated  to  simulate  overpressure  levels  that  are  expected  for  super¬ 
sonic  transport  ovar flights.  The  schedule  provided  for  eight  sonic 
booms  per  day.  During  the  six-wonth  period,  almost  3,000  local  resi¬ 
dents  were  interviewed  three  tinea  to  determine  the  nature  end  extent 
of  their  reactions  to  the  eonie  boose.  This  report  contain*  e  detailed 
description  of  the  overall  study  del  lgn  including  the  selection  of 
households,  selection  of  respondents,  training  and  selection  of  inter¬ 
viewers  and  samples  of  questionnaires  used  during  the  interviews.  Among 
the  findings  it  was  determined  that  ordinary  living  activities  were 
often  Interrupted  by  sonic  bocsss,  but  that  a  majority  of  the  residents 
felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with  the  interruptions.  A  substantial 
number  of  residents  fslt  they  had  sustained  damages  from  the  boons, 
although  detailed  engineering  observations  of  structures  in  the  area 
did  not  confirm  moat  of  these  reports.  As  the  intensity  of  the  boose 
increased,  acceptance  of  the  eoeaa  by  residents  was  reduced.  Residents 
who  felt  that  the  development  of  a  ccrasarcial  supersonic  airplar.®  was 
important  wor e  more  likely  to  accept  the  exposures  to  the  sonic  bocss*. 
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At  Central  Preble 

Rature  end  origin  of  scale  br«na:  Aircraft  In  auporeesic  flight, 
unavoidably  generate  pressure  waves  that  are  perceived  along  the  greunu 
as  tonic  boons.  These  sudden  explosive  "bangs"  were  first  esporlenced 
by  people  in  early  1950,  when  P-86  fighter  aircraft  while  dialog  es- 
c ««ded  the  speed  of  sound.  As  the  Air  Perce  end  Ravy  developed  ever 
faster  aircraft  capable  of  tsaintsining  supersonic  speeds  ia  regular  level 
flight,  the  problem  of  hostile  cosssunity  reactions  to  sonic  boons  beesae 
a  natter  of  public  concern.  This  interest  in  public  react lean  to  swale 
boom®  web  intensified  when  the  gcvertESBsaC  initiated  ita  development  pro¬ 
gress  for  a  cessssarcial  supersonic  transport  ($210 • 

Present  ccscera  about  scale  bor^s;  Eow  the  public  resets  to  ocnic 
boos®  is  of  vital  isiportasca  to  the  planners  of  the  SST.  Tfea  Covcraoiaat 
desires  to  design  an  aircraft  that  will  operate  in  a  ■aa.nar  generally  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  nest  people.  It  la  essential  in  dsvol oping  flight  profiles, 
schedules  cad  flight  routes  to  knew  the  pxcbsbt®  effects  of  unavoidable 
sonic  booms.  It  ia  important  fer  planners  to  know  what  kinds  of  besmo 
the  public  will  accept  and  what  kinds  will  generally  creata  widespread 
annoyance  sad  cCEplsinte. 

T&io  stood  to  ksew  bow  the  public  resets  to  sonic  boesa  fos©  led  to 
various  research  progress.  Acscng  thseo  progress  was  th«  Oklahoma  City 
sonic  bona  study,  with  which  this  report  is  concerned.  This  report  pro¬ 
vides  tbs  technical  details  of  the  design,  dswslefssssat  and  fisadia©®  of 
tbe  Ofelehcafl  City  survey  and  supplements  tbs  earlier  eusswry  report  / 4/ 
released  in  February  1965. 

D.  Previous  Related  Research 

1.  Ra  Rature  of  Sonic  Scorns 

Scale  bccr.3  end  the  factors  which  influence  Chair  generation 
sed  propagation  have  boon  studied  by  the  Air  Force  since  1959,  end  sore 
recently  by  the  Rational  Aeronautics  end  Space  Administration  (!Z$S&) 

15,  7,  12,  137.  The  osgaitude  sad  signature  of  scale  boom  gansrally  varies 
according  to  the  aircraft  cenf igur«t2ca,  flight  profile  sad  ssatacrolcgicsl 
conditions.  Ha  aircraft  design  sad  flight  profile  (aircraft  ep®@3, 
altitude,  and  direction  of  flight)  esn  ba  largely  controlled.  Kstesos- 
eloglcal  conditions,  however,  cca  net  be  controlled  sad  account  for-  E-cot 
of  the  variability  battraea  actual  end  programed  scale  boss®. 
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2.  Tha  Effect®  of  Scrde  g-oc-a  an  Structures 

Tka  Air  Force  sad  E5SA  have  been  responsible  for  ouch  of  tha 
early  eccmsnlafccd  Jctseflcdga  abcut  the  effects  of  scale  boons  ca  struc¬ 
tures.  In  1955,  the  Air  Force  csd  U.S.  Arssy  studied  the  effects  c£  scale 
boosts  ea  other  aircraft.  Later,  a  ee^rtesivi  docuaaant  ess  prepared  by 
U«  Air  Pore®  describing  respesaes  of  structures  Co  aircraft  generated 
•hock  waves  ca  tka  beats  of  theoretical  sad  expiries!  finding®  /2/.  In 
1953*59  r?."i  studied  tka  affects  of  scale  boss®  ca  buildings  at  Wallops 
Island  [pt  107.  Since  tbca  a  masker  of  Joint  E&SA-Air  Force  studies  haw* 
been  serfa  of  the  effoeta  of  bocas  oa  structures  ZU7.  Sine®  1961,  tba 
Federal  Aviation  Agency  has  also  participated  with  B&SA  and  tbs  Air  Fore® 
In  a  series  of  Joint  progress  /l,  6/.  la  the  erst  recent  Kbit©  See da, 

Wbw  Hssieo  studies  structures  representative  of  various  building  satniala, 
type®  of  construction,  end  qualities  of  ccsatructica  wsrs  subjected  to 
sonic  bee®  overpressures  fresa  two  pounds  par  equara  foot  (pof)  to  24  paf 

zw* 

Ccrplnlnt  records:  Tka  United  Stetes  Air  Force  and  Kavy  h®v® 
boon  flying  supersonic  Blssicrs  over  lend  for  almost  15  years.  basing 
this  tissa  valuable  Infers  tiers  end  esperienca  have  boon  accismlated  css 
public  reactions  to  sonic  beers.  It  was  lesmsd  that  lack  of  advene® 
notice  and  public  explanation  of  the  ense#  sad  effects  of  sonic  boons 
generally  resulted  in  widespread  startle  rose ticca  and  cosplainta  about 
tba  baoaa.  Complaint  files  end  daraga  elcin  files  saintaicad  by  tba  Air 
Force  also  raws  sled  t!a  kinds  of  things  that  concerned  paeple  shout  th« 
sonic  been.  In  general,  people  c  explained  shout  startle,  fear  of  pos¬ 
sible  harmful  *f facts#  and  lack  of  necessity  of  the  boosts.  The  cost  fre¬ 
quently  Essstlcccd  kinds  of  dcssg®  alleged  to  have  b®sn  caused  by  tba 
bocEsa  involved  plaster  end  breakage  of  glass. 

T&roasJjoat  the  fifteen  years  of  silitery  supsrocsic  flying,  no 
direct  personal  injury  hen  ever  bests  fcsosa  to  have  occurred  s®  the  re¬ 
sult  of  tbs  sonic  besrss  generated  by  these  rd.lica.ry  flights.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  several  specific  esisrpl©#  of  eaperi’csatal  exposures  of  selected 
groups  of  individual®  to  inters®  sonic  bacc*  produced  no  apparent  ill  ef¬ 
fects  ©r  Injuries  to  tba  exposed  /ll,  lj>7.  Thus ,  previous  ©sper  lessee  «ad 
stadias  haw®  indicated  that  acsie  bcoss  of  tba  magnitudes  ©scarring  in 
the  past  or  likely  to  occur  is  tha  futures  by  the  SST  are  proven  safe  and 
era  not  esrp&sted  to  crusts  direct  personal  injuries. 

St.  jmis  storfy:  In  1951-62,  the  Baticnal  Opinion  Research  Center 
(TOC)  under" Joint' "EkSA,  Air  Force,  end  WM  sponsorship,  conducted  the 
first  ©yatrrstic  study  cf_jrablic  reaction®  to  eeaic  bcesa  in  the  St. 

Louis  ffecrcpolitsa  Aren  Z3.  157-  A  regular  Strategic  Air  Cesstsssd  public 
Informatics  pro's?®*  wss  conducted  in  the  St.  Louis  area  about  the  nature 
and  necessity  of  local  sonie  boons.  Following  this,  about  40  sonic  boons 
were  geit-rratod  by  3-53  aircraft  ever  a  fcur-camth  period.  Than,  the  St. 
Lenin  eras  was  exposed  to  13  additional  hrasrs  over  a  c©s~se«k  parted. 
Personal  interview  war®  eca&jefcsd  sift  a  excss-sectieo  of  residents  to 
lesrn  about  their  reactions  to  these  boss. 
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This  earlier  study  revealed  that  he  is.e  vibratieat  and  rattles  wre 
reported  by  practically  all  exposed  percc&s.  Alleged  dsaage  to  property 
was  reported  by  over  Id  cf  all  reaidest®  throughout  a  32  ail®  wide 
flight  corridor.  Annoyance  end  eeaplaints  were  generally  reported  by  a 
minority  of  residents.  A  cosbinatica  cf  favorable  attitudes  es-d  experi¬ 
ences  prevailed  eacag  local  residents.  Sena  of  tfess®  favorable  factors 
ware  a  belief  in  tbs  importance  of  Air  Pores  c^oraiicns,  th®  necessity 
of  local  boasa,  feaiiisrity  with  the  bcc~3 ->  hnetfledgo  of  the  causes  of 
Ikmbm*,  aad  feelings  of  futility  about  redaeieg  the  bo<CM.  These  factors 
were  found  to  msiodsa  acceptance  of  ths  bosea . 

Sossa  of  the  major  issues  reMieies  unresolved  afeer  the  St.  Louie 
study  which  war®  invest igated  ia  Cklahcsa  City  war a: 

1)  The  relation  of  lateral  distance  free  ground  track  or  in¬ 
tensity  of  the  bees,  to  reported  Interference,  mm cyosce  end  complaint* 
Hi*  St.  Louie  study  revealed  only  assail  differences  ia  public  reectico 
up  to  16  silos  froa  ground  track. 

2)  The  iaportisac©  of  frequency  essd  regularity  of  fec^sa  occur- 
ranc®  ca  public  reactions  to  the  boosts.  ShC  solitary  operations  wsra 
irregular  end  infrequent,  while  &  ccsr&erciel  S3?  operation  would  ea- 
deubtedly  bo  scheduled  regularly  et  frequent  intervals. 

3)  The  importance  cf  civilian  operation  vs.  ailltary  sponsor- 
ahip  of  aircraft  flying  et  supersonic  speeds  ever  populated  areas. 
Answers  to  »<%m  questions  ia  the  St.  Louis  study  Indicated  that  the 
public  might  be  less  tolerant  of  the  boss®  if  the  S3?  we®  operated  by  « 
commercial  group,  rather  Khan  a  ®£litery  <ses. 

C.  Overall  Stud?  Pasiga 
1.  Selection  of  A re® 

Pacters  afjfgctlrg  c<g*gunlt?  mlvctim:  Hat  following  factors 
were  used  ia  selecting  the  C&lahcsa  City  Ka trefoil tea  Area  for  the  Scale 
®oca  Study  Prc^res: 

1)  Availability  of  a  suitable  base  of  cpcretieaa  and  mainten¬ 
ance  support  for  supersonic  aircraft. 

2)  Availability  cf  repaired  sir  B3swi£stios»  aids. 

3)  Geographic  ares  having  variable  m^stbsr  conditions. 

4)  Flat  terrain  under  flight  Kr&e&. 
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5)  Avdkbllity  cf  estcsslva  taatscrological  data  collecting 
tad  recording  a^uissaat* 

«)  Itepcysileted  area  oith*r  sida  of  the  city  for  aircraft  ®c- 
calereticsa  ssd  dseclerctica  during  scale  beca  rua  (whor®  overpressures 
nay  ba  locreessd  ead  focusing  Ray  cccur). 

7)  Pcpulatica  diversification  within  area  exposed  under  flight 

track. 

8)  Structural  diversification. 

8)  Availability  cf  a  Federal  Aviation  Agency  installation 
capable  of  providing  odainiatrative  support. 


Cklckczsa  City  asst  the  ebova  criteria  by  providing  an  area  feasdlior 
with  lha  fre.yr:.r.t  erratic®  of  both  military  aad  ccjsssrcial  reciprocat- 
iaj!  oad  J*t  aagtos  aircraft;  limited  scale  beca  experience;  desired  topo¬ 
graphical  features ;  typical  largo  city  structures  end  building®  of  various 
types  «ed  ags®;  a  ljcstica  eccssslcally  and  operationally  beneficial  for 
teat  aircraft  staging  out  of  Ticker  Air  Force  Rase;  a  wall-equipped 
wootksr  a^wedroa  at  Tinker  Air  Force  Ease  in  a  geographic  are®  having 
characteristic  rcpldly  changing  weather  conditions;  adequate  availability 
of  radio  cr.d  redar  ground  aide  to  air  navigation,  and  the  availability  of 
FM  personnel  rr::d  aquipesent  sup-port  afforded  by  the  Civil  Acrocautical 
Research  Institute. 

2.  Scale  Prcfrre-e 

flight  track:  A  lCO-nsutical-raile  flight  track  was  established, 
running  frea  ISinso  to  Arcadia,  Cklehsaa,  end  crossing  the  northwest  por¬ 
tico  of  Ohlahcsa  City.  Kora  precisely,  the  track  began  40  alias  cut  on 
the  227  radial  of  tbs  Gklehcssa  City  FC221C  antennae  (radio  rang®  static®) 
end  «ast®r:-.d*d  to  s  point  69  railea  cut  ca  the  047  radial.  Hie  scale  bo  era 
rung  war®  frea  scatb^st  to  northeast ,  Baking  s  eusgaatie  track  of 
051  .  The  aircraft  iezs  scheduled  to  reach  a  fixed  altitude  and  super¬ 
sonic  spaced  ub-ent  10  Biles  prior  to  reaching  Chickens  City  and  continue 
at  Cka  nssm  altifceda  end  speed  to  Arcadia,  where  it  decelerated  to  ®«fe- 
•oaie  apood.  Eavigatioasl  accuracy  waa  eaiatainod  through  the  us®  of 
the  VCSffiSC  ritb  radar  assistance.  Radar  bsscca  targets  war®  recorded  to 
■ratify  track  sscurccy  for  each  scale  bona  flight. 

Stfcg-dnla  of  Actual  flights  ever  tbs  Oblihcsa  City  flight 

track  war®  begua  ca  Pehnasry  3,  1554,  after  widscyrced  odvcaca  publicity. 
On  tha  first  day  csly  era  boss  trss  gsnorstsd  at  a  scheduled  cverpressura 
of  cs#  posEd  per  eq^sro  feet  (psf).  la  ©r&sr  to  fecilitato  public 
fad  Marl  £y  with  ttfea  betas,  tfoa  fcnlld  wy  of  boos  was  vary  gradual.  2ha 
eussslstiTS  Esrah®x  «f  tmxsa  wag  lacressed  ca  successive  days  until  tbers 
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war®  eight  beca  par  day  at  the  Icy  intensity  of  1  paf .  Then  the  inten¬ 
sity  was  gradually  raised  until  there  wore  eight  bocas  scheduled  at  1.5 
psf.  Appresi&etaly  three  weeks  wars  required  for  this  initial  schedule 
to  b«  r&sched.  Frca  the  fourth  week  to  shout  the  nineteenth  week,  this 
schedule  of  eight  1.5  psf  boaes  was  maintained.  Prca  the  20th  to  the 
26th  w®ck,  the  scheduled  overpressure  was  increased  to  2.0  psf,  but  the 
frequency  wes  kept  at  eight  per  day.  To  simulat®  the  regularity  of  a 
cosasBarcial  operation,  the  eight  boesa  wars  scheduled  at  the  same  time 
each  dey:  7  A.K. ,  7:20  A.M. ,  9  AJ. ,  9:20  A. 11. ,  11  A.M. ,  11:20  A.H. , 

1  P.M.  sad  1:20  P.M. 

Weegorcrseist  of  eerie  bc»»:  Actus!  scale  bcca  overpressures  were 
recorded  by  las truncate  at  three  test  houses  In  Ghlehoaa  City.  Test 
l!ott@o  Bo.  1  was  located  directly  order  the  flight  track.  Test  lease 
Bo.  3  vd  5  tulles,  fflod  Test  Ecus©  So.  4  was  10  sail©®  to  the  right  of 
the  track.  Additional  recordings  of  scale  beesa  were  ®ed®  by  eobile 
units  st  different  locations.  Pigura  1  shows  the  location  of  the  test 
houses . 

3.  Deeipn  of  flowsehold  S-gg|>lg 

Pa  tag  cf  fat nr view:  Three  personal  interviews  were  scheduled 
with  the  see®  r  as  pcs  feat  during  the  rin-renth  study.  The  first  later- 
view  was  scheduled  dur leg  the  10  th  «r*i  11th  ws-cka,  the  second  during  the 
17th  mad  18th  weeks,  and  the  third  and  fiaal  interview  during  th®  23rd 
through  25th  weeks. 

Selection  of  households:  The  eeepls  of  households  was  ©elected  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  ualti-etega  rcade®  design.  The  total  area  substantially 
effected  by  the  sonic-  hoars  was  calculated  to  fee  16  stiles  eo  either  ©Ida 
of  the  flight  track  fro®  Macs  to  Arcadia.  Selected  households  within 
the  32  silo  wide  c.r«a  were  iatsrvicarad.  This  total  area  was  stratified 
into  three  distance  sub-areas.  The  width  cf  e-sch  sub-area  was  based  on 
engineering  esttaates  of  th®  reft®  at  which  the  scale  be-sa  intensity 
decreases  as  the  lateral  distance  frea  the  ground  fcreek  iocresses.  With¬ 
in  each  distance  sub-area,  the  ssag^ituds  of  th*  bcca  was  scheduled  t©  fe# 
fairly  uni fern  (+0.3  psf).  She  first  distance  rub- area  was  0-8  Mies 
from  ground  track,  tfea  second  8-12  ailes,  esd  th®  third  12-16  dies  frra 
ground  track.  Figure  2  shews  th®  areas  effected. 

Urban  sod  rural  sub-group©  were  ©sleeted  for  interview  within  each 
distance  erea.  Based  cn  updated  B.8.  Census  reports  for  I960,  691  e®g- 
weatffl  were  randomly  selected  ia  th®  following  c?  taiga: 


"IgMira  2. -Map  of  flight  track 
erd  lateral  distance  areas. 
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Klles 

from  Ground 

Track 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Urban  segment  s 

421 

155 

180 

86 

Rural  tepsesce 

180 

60 

60 

60 

Total 

601 

215 

240 

146 

In  addition  to  the  above  601  segments  baaed  on  Census  reports,  another 
187  eegssaits  were  selected  frrai  Chlehona  City  and  certain  suburban  ccra- 
aainitia®.  Th®ffle  additional  scgusrto  were  Census  blocks  adjacent  to  the 
first  selections  and  constituted  an  independent  rand  on  s aspic.  Thus  the 
total  sarcple  for  the  first  interview  included  783  sejpenta  rcndca’y 
selected,  of  which  (03  were  urban  end  180  ware  rural. 

Selection  off  raoncadeata:  Pour  respondents  ware  randomly  selected 
frea  each  segnerst  so  that  ®«ch  ccts  frea  a  different  household.  2  very 
respondent  was  required  to  bs  13  years  eld  or  eore,  to  be  a  perasnont 
resident  cf  tha  oasrsle  segment,  end  to  have  adequate  hearing  and  cassMtnd 
of  the  Eaglicb  langoaga.  Evening  end  weekend  interviewing  wess  required 
when  ccn  would  ever®  likely  b®  hesa.  While  no  fixed  quota  we, a  assigned 
for  can  and  wossn  respondents,  interviewers  were  urged  to  select  at 
least  one  ssl®  respondent  cut  cf  every  four  interviews. 

Special  ggj&odglcglcsl  feature.®:  Pace- to- face  personal  interview 
often  involve  considerable  tine  and  expense.  The  interviewer  mist 
travel  to  the  sssple  area  and  physically  locate  the  respondent.  Tele¬ 
phone  interviews  are  obviously  leas  ties  ccneussrlng  end,  therefore,  lea® 
expensive.  Thera  was  a  serious  question,  however,  about  th®  craqjletsnsea 
of  the  telephone  interview  and  tbs  validity  of  the  responses.  In  order 
to  test  for  say  significant  differences  between  telephone  end  face-to- 
face  interviewing,  en  Independent  resides  csrplo  %ras  utilised.  A  recent 
Polk  Directory  was  used  to  select  rasdenly  four  telephone  numbers  frcaa 
•®ch  block  that  h-s-d  bars  located  n ezt  to  a  rsgula*  face-to-face  acxple 
block. 

Since  this  was  a  penal  study,  with  three  success i vs  interview®  with 
the  some  respondents,  tha  possibility  existed  that  the  effect  cf  tha 
first  interview  sight  bias  subsequent  interviews.  To  test  for  auch  pos¬ 
sible  "penal  affects,"  50  new  aegnents  adjacent  to  the  originally 
selected  Census  Berpents  war®  slsc  chosen  as  Independent  control  s  espies 
during  tha  second  and  third  interviews.  Kith  four  respondents  assigned 
to  etch  6®g5ox£,  an  additional  230  osw  control  interviews  were  scheduled 
for  tha  second  end  third  interview  periods. 
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In  the  first  Interview  scat  of  the  respondents  were  seen  face  to 
face,  with  a  3ms ller  number  contacted  by  telephone.  During  the  second 
and  third  interviews,  however,  all  respondents  who  had  a  telephone  were 
contacted  by  phone.  Those  who  had  no  telephone  were  vleiteu  in  their 
home®. 


4.  Public  Information  Program 

Boreal  FAA  gregrga:  The  FAA  maintains  a  permanent  large  train¬ 
ing  and  research  center  in  Oklahoma  City.  Ad  part  of  its  norr.nl  public 
relations,  it  has  a  local  public  information  staff  and  publications  pro- 
grass.  An  a  result,  the  local  coaxRunlcation.3  m-sdis  ore  on  the  best  of 
terwa  with  the  FAA  center  and  the  general  public  image  of  the  FAA  is  very 
favorable. 

Advance  consultation  with  local  leaders:  Before  the*  Oklahoma  City 
arva  was  selected  for  the  test  program,  key  Chamber  of  Ccsserce,  public 
officials,  end  local  "inf lusntials"  were  informally  advised  of  the  FAA 
pi  ana.  Their  reactions  and  support  were  solicited,  and  final  decisions 
were  made  on  a  public  information  program. 

Smlc  booa  deacnatration :  During  the  middle  of  January  1964,  a 
sonic  hooa  dcccnatratioa  was  conducted  at  Clinton-Sharssn  Air  Force  Base. 
This  waa  designed  to  provide  acnic  boots  education  and  experience  for 
local  cesmtraity  leaders.  In  attendance  wars  representatives  of  the 
governor,  local  government,  city  hospitals,  school a,  zoos,  insurance 
ccwtp®ni®8,  and  other  buslnecssa,  local  and  national  news  media,  church 
and  other  local  organisations .  A  briefing  was  presented  on  the  purposes 
of  the  Oklahoma  City  sonic  boon  test  and  the  characteristic©  of  the  sonic 
boon  phenomenon.  This  was  followed  by  the  actual  generation  of  eight 
demonstration  acnic  booms,  ranging  in  overpressure  froa  l.C  psf  to  2.0 
p*f. 

Official  public  brief ley:  Following  the  private  demonstration  at 
Clin Con- Sherman  Air  Force  Base,  a  large  public  press  conference  was  held 
in  Ok 1 eh era  City  with  local  and  national  news  cedis  present,  FAA  repre¬ 
sentatives  outlined  the  Oklahoma  City  program  and  distributed  explanatory 
materials  on  the  sonic  boos.  The  progrssa  was  officially  designated  &® 
an  FAA  "Sonic  Boca  Teat".  Officials  indicated  that  the  acceptability 
of  the  sonic  boons  by  local  residents  would  be  an  important  consideration 
in  whether  the  government  continued  to  support  a  commercial  SST  program. 
The  sis  month  duration  of  the  test  and  tha  absence  of  night  boos  wars 
announced.  Tha  plane  for  a  public  interview  progress  by  tha  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  were  mentioned  in  a  new*  release  and  peaphlet 
distributed  to  school  children. 

Local  news  releases:  Local  newspapers,  radio  end  I V  stations  gave 
the  sonic  boors  program  wide  coverage.  For  dayr. ,  articles  appeared  in- 
forming  the  public  of  the  importance  of  tha  program.  Following  the 
actual  start  of  the  program,  many  articles  concerning  the  progress  of 
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the  prcjfa  vara  released  to  the  prsao,  radio  end  IV  stations.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  FAA  news  re losses,  the  press,  radio  tad  TV  carried  many  stories 
concerning  the  scale  booa  progress  which  wore  not  coordinated  with  the 
FAA  before  tha  stories  vers  relo~sed  to  the  public.  When  seas  groups 
tried  to  force  the  interruption  o£  the  sonic  boca  progress,  neat  local 
news  media  supported  tha  PAA  proarca. 

5.  Interviewer  Selection  end  Training 

Almost  100  applicants  were  carefully  selected  *s  potential 
interviewers.  A  rigorous  training  progrea  was  utilised  to  prepare  these 
individuals  for  their  roles  in  the  study.  Esc!:  applicant  was  given  a 
standard  ECT.C  training  kit  and  asked  to  conduct  three  trial  interviews. 
The  ccspleted  trial  questionnaires  were  personally  reviewed  by  a  super¬ 
visor  and  discussed  with  the  trainee.  A  full-day  seainar  was  scheduled 
for  95  applicants  who  passed  the  first  trial  Interviews.  Interviewing 
techniques  end  sampling  procedures  ware  reviewed  end  a  questiem-hy-ques- 
clou  evaluation  was  conducted  of  tha  actual  questionnaire  to  be  used  In 
the  bo  css  study.  Trainees  then  acted  out  on  Interview  situation  using  « 
supervisor  as  a  respondent.  The  •supervisor  purposely  answered  vaguely 
and  incorrectly  in  order  to  provide  the  trainee  wxth  real  preblesa  situa¬ 
tions.  At  the  end  of  the  seaimar,  each  trainee  was  given  »  practice  as¬ 
signment  to  complete  at  least  three  interview®.  These  were  carefully 
reviewed  with  the  trainee  end  additional  practice  esslgnsenta  were  given 
until  a  satisfactory  trainee  performance  was  achieved.  A  total  of  83 
trainees  successfully  completed  the  training  sessions  and  worked  on  the 
first  interview.  Due  to  illness,  marginal  performance  and  other  cesssit- 
menta,  only  64  of  the  origins!  Interviewers  ware  employed  on  the  second 
interview,  and  47  on  the  third  Interview. 

6.  Questionnaire  Design 

Introduction:  The  interview  was  designed  to  embed  the  ques¬ 
tions  sbout  sonic  boons  in  a  general  contest  of  local  living  conditions 
to  secure  as  unbiased  a  response  as  possible  about  reactions  to  tha 
boons.  Respondents  were  told,  "This  is  a  ccrasrnity  survey  of  hew  dif¬ 
ferent  people  feel  about  living  in  different  arcs®.  It  attempts  to 
record  systematically  tha  kinds  cf  things  people  like  and  dislike  about 
their  environments  and  the  kinds  of  individual  end  group  actions  taken 
to  improve  undesirable  situations." 

Sponsorship:  At  no  tisa  vma  the  respondent  advised  that  the  study 
was  being  road®  for  the  government  as  part  of  the  sonic  been  evaluation. 
If  caked  about  sponsorship,  a  respondent  was  told  that  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center  of  the  University  of  Chicago  wss  conducting  tha 
study  ®a  pert  of  its  regular  urban  studies.  This  was  dorr  to  avoid 
possible  bias  in  response.  A  person  believing  the  study  was  sponsored 
by  the  govrrrrsent  might  have  exaggerated  his  feelings  in  order*  to  in¬ 
fluence  the  government's  decision.®.  Results  indicate  that  this 
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general  approach  was  successful  in  over  SOX  of  all  int  trviews;  only  @X 
voiced  suspicion  about  the  purposes  or  sponsorship  c,f  -'.he  survey. 

Order  of  cmsatlcrs:  The  questionnaire  was  divided  into  five 
I  sequences ,  as  follows: 

i 

i  1)  General  questions  about  likes  and  dislikes  and  overall  rat¬ 

ing  of  the  area. 

2)  Direct  questions  outlining  a  pattern  of  local  behavior  in 
response  to  a  major  annoyssaco  cr  dislike. 

3)  General  reaction  to  perceived  noise  disturbance®  end  ba- 
havior  patterns  in  response  to  then. 

j 

4)  Direct  questions  on  topical  sonic  bee®®,  including  know¬ 
ledge,  interferences,  annoyance,  feelings  of  importance  and  necessity, 
end  projected  feelings  toward  civilian  Jet  becsss. 

5)  Background  information  ea  the  charnctcriatica  of  the  re¬ 
cipe sde&C  • 

Coatrol  ever  respondent  b lance:  A@  Mentioned  esrlier,  the  public 
information  progrssa  and  the  resulting  ce«s  relscses  openly  discussed 
the  purposes  of  the  study,  suggested  efc.it  local  eecoesaic  hone  fits  would 
result  freta  acceptance  of  the  bocas,  stressed  the  doytir:®  nature  end 
6  month  duration  of  the  bccras  and  that  EiOwC  would  study  public  reactions. 
To  ■assure  the  extent  to  which  the  public  actually  b®ccss  aware  of  these 
Messages  and  to  what  extent  this  knowledge  influenced  reported  reactions 
to  the  bows,  special  question*  oa  these  topics  wars  incorporated  in  Che 
personal  intervJ  evs . 

Face. to  Face  and  Telephone  questionnaires:  The  telephone  quest lea- 
naira  was  much  shorter  then  the  fcss-to-fsca  questionnaire.  In  general, 
the  telephone  interview  craitted  the  free-ens^nr  questions  which  required 
lengthy  probing.  The  remaining  questions  iiscludsd  cn  the  telephone  ques¬ 
tionnaire,  however,  were  identical  with  questions  cn  the  face- to- fees 
Interview  and  followed  a  similar  eequ®« co. 

Questionnaires  used  in  these  interviews  were  approved  fey  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget.  Sffisple  qvsstitxxaaircs  ezo  included  la  the  Appendix. 
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xx.  mtE&sxea  m  m isskscs ss 

W  8SLEC229  CS&SAGXZ2SST2C3  C?  TO  £«3?LS 


A.  Aetatffil  Sordlc  O^rgreagwrea 

1.  gfot&orelcgicnl  Effects 

Pre^rga  objectives;  In  establishing  the  scale  boss  progrea, 
esa  of  tha  breed  objectives  wsa  to  daterxdna  tha  effect  of  varying 
msfcect ©logical  conditions  upon  the  distribution  of  tha  wave  pattern  of 
the  scale  boca.  Tha  ©atccrnicglcial  cosditici  s  affecting  the  rsrrc  pat¬ 
terns  include  tespsr&ture,  surface  winds,  winds  aloft,  cloud  layers, 
grossed  turbulence,  epyeralr  turbulence,  rain,  etc. 

According  to  tha  tha  cries  of  generation  and  prorogation  of  tha 
sonic  been  so  developed  for  stendard-day  conditions,  tha  greatest  over- 
presences  should  bo  recorded  directly  under  the  flight  track  of  tko 
aircraft  end  tha  overpressures  should  diminish  as  tha  lateral  distance 
from  the  flight  track  lee resets. 


At  a  point  egprcsteataly  25  ©lies  either  aids  of  the  flight  tract, 
the  overpressures  decrease  to  spprcsisratoly  sero  for  tha  flight  profiles 
used  ia  this  study. 

Overall  distrii^ttion  of  bgea  levels:  In  general,  there  was  not  a 
uni fern  dlatrifeutioa  of  tha  overpressure  pattern.  On  frerusnt  oecesicsa, 
ova rpressure*  fssra  feusd  to  be  higher  at  distances  up  to  10  of  lea  frea 
tbs  flight  track  then  they  rsra  uadsr  tha  flight  track.  In  general , 
actual  overpr&nsura  levels  under  the  track  vsxst  leas  than  the  espected 
progress  levels. 

Variations  dm  to  waather:  One  of  the  prirssry  concerns  m  to  tha 
effect  of  weather  ea  tha  scale  been  distribution  pattern  was  that  there 
could  ba  BiBgsifieetloa  of  tha  beers  due  to  varying  racteorological  condi¬ 
tions.  (ha  tha  basis  of  theoretical  ©sswKpticns,  it  was  be  1 laved  that  tha 
predicted  overpressures  night  bs  i&sgnified  fress  cca  to  three  tines  du«  to 
tbs  influence  of  different  cetsorolcgical  ccsaditioas.  The  data  resulting 
from  the  Cklchcra  City  pregrea  revealed  no  asgaifitstion  on  the  order  of 
three.  On  only  two  occasions  where  a  bcca  was  scheduled  for  2  psf  was 
there  a  recording  of  e.3  msch  &3  4.4  psf,  end  only  five  recordings  of 
overpressures  of  3.5  psf.  Therefore,  it  ss-ers  reasonable  to  conclude 
that  tha  msslzsss  ©agnificetica  rrz3  a  factor  in  tha  order  of  csss  (i.e., 
doubling  tha  beers  cvcrpresumre) ,  not  tsm  cr  three  /£?/ . 
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Variations  of  prc^gcrasad  2.0  pat:  la  2597  overpressure  recording® 
where  the  scheduled  overpressure  wee  calculated  at  2  psf,  303  recorded 
overpressure® ,  cr  11.7  par  cent,  exceeded  2  psf. 

In  those  303  recordings  scheduled  at  2  psf  where  cere  then  2  psf 
was  recorded,  the  average  value  of  the  actual  overpressure  ws®  2.42  psf. 

It  was  also  characteristic  of  the  overpressure  distribution  patters  that, 
when  a  two  psf  bora  was  scheduled,  overpressures  w@r©  less  than  2  psf  at 
locations  in  the  city  at  various  distances  frea  the  flight  path. 

Variations  o£  groggtmgsd  1.5  gif;  There  were  2609  recordings  of 

overpressures  scheduled  for  1.5  psf.  02  this  nussher,  15.6  par  cent  or 
39*3  booms  were  recorded  at  levels  above  1.5  psf. 

The  magnification  results  fresa  tbs  1.5  psf  boss*  war®  •osewhat  great¬ 
er  than  for  the  2  psf  boons .  In  nice  recordings  of  born  pressures!  ached- 
tiled  for  1.5  psf,  overpressure®  averaged  3.2S  psf. 

The  average  of  398  recorded  overpressures  la  excess  of  1.5  psf  was 

1.85  psf. 

2.  Sonic  Boon  Overpressures  for  Thtra  Interviewing,  Periods 

Progrra  objective:  One  of  the  rr  j cr  study  objectives  was  to 
ikteTalM  the  relationship  between  public  recctiems  to  the  scale  bo® 
ami  Che  intensity  of  the  beca.  Accordingly,  the  actual  saadisn  scale 
been  overpressures  wars  calculated  by  CSSA  for  e*.ch  of  the  three  inter¬ 
view  periods,. 

Median  cverprcasarc.g :  In  general,  the  overpressure  levels  closest 
tc  ground  track  (0-8  alias)  were  greater  thsa  these  farthest  fresa  ground 
track  (12-16  miles) ,  As  Table  1  shown,  those  differences  la  overpressure 
level®  were  In  general  accord  with  the  basic  the cry  of  sonic  boca  propa¬ 
gation.  The  average  or  aadlan  boos  intensity  w$ a  1.13  psf  in  the  closest 
area®  during  the  first  interview  period.  The  bran  level  la  the  Biddle 
distance  (8-12  miles)  was  0.80  psf  during  this  initial  period  end  0.65 
psf  in  the  fart best  areas. 

During  the  second  interview  period,  th®  overpressure  lewis  increas¬ 
ed  only  slightly.  In  the  closest  areas  the  avsrsga  boss  re®«  to  1.23  psf, 
while  in  the  middle  ersas  it  reached  1.10  psf,  and  0.85  psf  in  the  farth- 
eat  areas. 

Th®  median  been  values  increased  sore  substantially  in  the  third 
interviewing  period,  ea  the  progressed  boea  value  wee  edvsneed  from  1.5 
pef  to  2.0  psf.  In  the  closest  cross,  the  average  boss®  reached  1.63  paf, 
followed  by  an  average  of  1.35  psf  in  tfea  middle  areas  and  1.C0  psf  in 
the  farthest  areas. 


-  14 


It  c&oald  be  acted  that  the  average  been  vslua  fer  the  closest  «r@©9 
daring  the  first  parted  ©a®  about  equal  to  the  average  fox  the  middle 
areas  during  the  second  interview  period  end  the  farthest  areas  during 
the  third  parted.  Likewise,  the  avsrags  bcaa  for  closest  eras.®  during 
the  aacesd  poried  was  almost  the  seas  as  tbs  b©cs  value  la  tha  middle 
ores®  daring  the  third  period.  This  oinil&rity  in  beam  exposures  ia  in¬ 
dicated  at  this  tlsss  because  later  comparisons  of  cessaraity  reset  ices  to 
the  besaa  vndsr  t&saa  e cap arable  physical  coalitions  will  sheer  cisco t 
equal  cesssnity  recsticao. 

Table  1 


KZSXASJ  seme  BOCK  ODZRTSSSSBaSS 

BY  DISTANCE  FEQ1  GSQSHD  TSACX 

CMclahcga  City  Ares 
February- July  1954 


Mile*  frn  Ground  Trcch 

Bo. 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Time  Period  5 

Jerks  Overpressure 

jrar®3sur®(paf) 

Feb.  5- Apr. 19 

11 

1.13 

0.80 

0.65 

Apr. 20- 

Jui»  14 

8 

1.23 

1.10 

0.85 

June  15- 

July  25 

6 

1.60 

1.35 

1.00 

Frequency  of  occurrence  of  pr-cv resrad  overpressures:  Actual  average 
bocss  consistently  fell  bales?  prcgrssssed  levels.  As  Table  2  sheas,  coly 
161  of  the  besss  reached  the  proven  level  of  1.5  psf  in  the  closest 
areas  during  the  first  interview  period.  In  the  second  period,  a lr.ee t  a 
third  of  all  bear®  reached  the  prcgrrai  level  of  1.5  psf,  trot  when  the 
progress  level  wsa  advanced  to  2.0  psf  during  the  third  period,  only  12% 
of  the  actual  boras  race feed  the  progress  level.  During  this  last  period, 
however ,  ever  &5S  of  the  boons  ecjualed  cr  ess coded  1.5  psf  in  the  closest 
areas,  thus  permitting  a  valid  test  c?  public  reset  lone  to  booms  of  this 
overpressure  value. 
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Tab Is  2 


raeqcsicr  gf  occuaasxs  c?  psccsaiod  c^ekfres5B22  le¥sls 

M  DZSXASCS  PaCM  CSCUKD  ISA® 

OStlahqgaa  City  Area 
February- July  1 9  &A 


Miles 

from  Ground 

Truck 

Time  Period 

Weeks 

0 

X  •  5  £ 

-  8 

2.0  psf  1. 

8-12 

5  psf  2.0  psf 

12  - 
1.5  p*f 

1© 

2.0  ps: 

Feb. 3- Apr 11  19 

11 

16% 

21 

61 

11 

21 

ca 

April  20- June  14 

8 

30 

9 

25 

8 

10 

2 

June  15 -July  25 

6 

60 

22 

40 

15 

21 

7 

Raaigea  in  actual  boca  gapnltudes:  The  complete  distribution  cf 
overpressures  measured  In  the  three  distance  areas  ia  ohcwa  in  Figures 
3,  4  end  5.  From  these  curves,  which  ware  prepared  by  EAFA,  the  actual 
frocueccy  of  occurrence  of  m ay  boras  value  cca  !js  ascertained. 


FZQUI?H  3  Probability  of 
Experiencing  an  Equal  or 
Greater  Overpressure  Value 
at  0-8  Miles  Proa  Ground 
Track 

• .  Feb  3  ~  Apr  19 

— - . .  Apr  20  -  Jun  14 

-  Jun  15  -  Jul  25 


FIGURE  U  Probability  of 
Experiencing  an  Equal  or 
Greater  Overpressure  Value 
at  8-12  Riles  Proa  Ground 
I  Track 


Peb  3  -  Apr  19 
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B.  ffcssber  and  Types  of  Interview 

1.  Omtll  Cca^leSloo  Rates 

Total  aaalsgnnqt:  Of  a  total  3352  eoaigasd  interview  (7C3 
•espestt  i  *  •  3152),  3135  srarc  ewcceesfully  c deleted  ca  tha  first  in¬ 
terview.  The  field  procedure  involved  r&sdssa  contacts  ©f  household®  in 
randcssly  assigned  block®,  fefccn  no  <s»s  was  beets,  a  bcaashold  was  skipped 
and  contacted  again  only  if  tha  four  assigned  interview's  in  the  aegsseat 
were  not  completed  asd  the  household  was  again  reached  in  the  rardca 
©election  procedure. 

Refusal  and  brack- off  rates:  In  erdar  to  complete  the  3135  initial 
interview,  a  total  of  3711  interview  contact®  yare  required.  A®  Table  3 
Indicates,  over  151  of  these  Initial  contacts  either  refusad  to  be  inter¬ 
viewed  or  broke  off  the  interview  ©sew  it  had  begun*  During  the  second 
and  third  interview,  only  1.31  additional  refusals  or  brack  off®  occur¬ 
red,  but  almost  61  of  Che  other  respondents  could  not  be  reached  for  a 
variety  of  reasons.  Thus,  three  couplet®  asts  of  interviews  were  secured 
frCT  2352  respondents  representing  771  of  all  initial  contests. 

Table  3 


imzmmj  comers  amd  cc?.tlhtxcs3 

dcl&hcaa  City  Area 
February- July  1964 

Per  Carat 


First 

Interview: 

Total  contacts 

3711 

100.0 

Refusals  and  break  of£a 

576 

15.6 

Completed  interview 

3135 

@4.4 

Second 

!  Interview: 

Total  contacts 

3135 

Refusals  m.4  brerk  offs 

30 

.8 

Hot  at  fcc™?-2 , moved , s 1 ch , a t c . 

95 

2.5 

Completed  interview 

3010 

81.1 

Third 

Intarvi©»: 

Total  ccatscts 

3010 

Refusal®  and  brack  of fa 

41 

1.0 

Hot  at  h«as,eov©d, sick, etc. 

117 

3.1 

Collated  interview 

2852 

77.0 
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Little  iafsra&i&Icn  is  available  eo  tiia  15.6%  who  refused  the  initial 
lcCsrvlc*j,»  teat  a  ecs-gsaarisoa  of  aarssro  by  the  7.4%  who  ccsspleted  the 
first  l&S&rvlear  fcsiE  did  net  cccploC®  else  ether  tut)  interviews  will  in- 
dlccts  ttect  vsry  .little  bias.  trss  Introduced  by  failure  to  ecsspiet®  these 
•acaad  ffisd  tfetrd  istesrviewa.  Ia  geaaral ,  the  cesplatiea  razes  ax®  con¬ 
sidered  ftal&s  satisfactory. 

As  Tetele  3  iaSiectes,  c  total  of  C327  personal  interviews  was  cesa- 
plated  cSariag  t£a  three  Interview  periods.  Ia  addition,  197  control 
tae®r»4sjra  trar®  ecrplstcd  ia  t ha  sec  cad  purled  and  199  stellar  inter- 
wiffisss  ia  thif  CMrd  period.  Thus,  a  greed  total  of  9393  interview  were 
c©K®»ieted  ia  (Ms  etc-dy. 

2.  Faso-tc-lfe^®  grd  Tslarhgs-a  CctsIs tiers  totes 

Cssepleticas  rates  for  fece-t©-£©ce  end  telephone  interviews 
were  stecatt  tfea  seas  fox  the  three  interview  periods.  Four  p® r  c«._o  of 
tbs  second  Is&taarvtmm  wore  inccr-)lete,  end  aa  additional  5%  wer®  inccs- 
pleta  ca  tfcs  third  interview.  Thus  91%  of  all  initial  respondents  also 
cesylffited  their  aeccr.d  srd  third  interviews.  Table  4  presents  these 


Table  4 


F4CS-T0-  FACS  423  mSE2JS3  UfTB&VXESIS 

i 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 

Total  Fece-t©~F«c®  Telephone 


Be. 

Percent 

Ho. 

Percent 

go. 

Percent 

First  Interviews  ccspleted 

3135 

1C0.0 

2390 

100.0 

745 

100.0 

Incomplete*  -  2nd  interview 

125 

4.0 

96 

4.0 

29 

3.5 

Second  Interviews  completed 

3010 

96.0 

2294 

96.0 

71S 

96.1 

Iccsspplete®  -  3rd  interview 

233 

9.0 

213 

9.0 

65 

8.7 

Third  interview  ccrpleted 

2352 

91.0 

2172 

91.0 

690 

91.3 

21 


3.  Urban  sad  Rnral  Ccspleeed  Interview 

Fece-to-face  sad  telephone  Interviews  are  cctafeined  In  the  urban 
category.  Ttoa  mretacr  of  urban  and  rural  ccseplats>  Interviews  by  distance 
area  is  skcvu  in  Table  5. 


Table  5 


wjspcmars  wiia  three  cgkplsze  inramsus 

BY  OTH&B-mAL  RESID2HCE  ASS  DISTANCE  FROM  CKCU3D  mcs 

Oklshossa  City  Araa 
February- July  1964 


Total 

Total  Urban 

Dirt anes  frcn  Ground  Track; 

0-8  Biles 
8-12  ailea 
12-16  slles 


2852 

2234 


1245 

665 

324 


Total  Rural 


618 


Distance  frog  Ground  Track : 

219 
214 
185 


0-8  Biles 
8-12  Biles 
12-16  slles 


O 


Is *sle  6  lodicutca  the  ncshor  of  initial  interviews  by  c&jks 
locality  and  disfcaac®  area. 


Miles  from  Crownd  Track 


E esb*  of  Locality 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

OklehcsM  City 

1540 

1128 

412 

mm 

Village,  EichOtS  Hills, 

Mer  Acres,  Betfessy 

239 

239 

m  ** 

•  m 

Got brie 

224 

«■» 

a»» 

224 

El  E.srrao 

3C3 

— 

303 

— 

Koore 

121 

m  «* 

«*«■» 

121 

ISeridien 

12 

12 

— 

— 

Lutfeer 

24 

24 

— 

— 

JonfftB 

44 

44 

— 

mm 

Mtestffia.3 

12 

12 

m m 

m  «• 

Calcs  City 

15 

16 

«*«• 

-- 

Mac© 

52 

52 

m  «■» 

Piefesmt 

8 

•»» 

8 

— 

Tattle 

48 

— 

48 

— 

McLeser© 

24 

— 

24 

«•  • 

Valley  Brcc>. 

24 

-- 

24 

— 

Spmscer 

52 

52 

mm 

Lsagatcn 

8 

mm* 

— 

8 

Coyle 

12 

mm 

— 

12 

ISarrah 

48 

— 

— 

48 

Ossets? 

28 

•  • 

— 

28 

Scattered  Fata 

291 

00 

S4 

127 

Total 

3134 

1§C*7 

9fe0 

558 
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5.  Data  of  Interview 

Over  half  of  all  the  first  interviews  wgro  ccspletsd  during 
the  first  week  of  interviewing.  lbs  rest  were  completed  in  the  follcwleg 
10  days.  On  the  eeeoed  interview,  alseat  all  were  completed  dusting  th® 
first  week  of  interviewing.  On  the  third  wave  of  interviewing,  heaver, 
only  76%  were  completed  ca  the  first  week,  21%  cn  the  second  week  and  fcS-® 
remaining  during  the  third  week.  Table  7  presents  these  results. 

Table  7 


DATE  OF  IMTEEVIEW  FOE  THESE  COMPLETE  SETS  GF  IHTEKVIEKS 

Ok  labor.. i  City  Area 
February- July  ’964 


Miles  frog  ground  Track 


Total 

Bo .  % 

0 

Eq. 

-  8 

% 

8  - 

Ha. 

12 

Z 

12- 

r:i>. 

16 

% 

First  Interview 
Total 

2352 

100 

100 

879 

ICO 

589 

ICO 

April  5-11 

1535 

54 

765 

52 

494 

56 

276 

54 

April  12-21 

1317 

46 

699 

48 

385 

44 

233 

46 

Second  Interview 

Total 

2852 

ICO 

1464 

100 

879 

100 

509 

ICO 

M «y  22-31 

2750 

97 

1424 

97 

847 

96 

489 

83 

June  1-6 

86 

3 

33 

3 

29 

4 

19 

10 

June  7-10 

6 

* 

2 

* 

3 

• 

1 

2 

Third  Interview 

Total 

2S52 

ICO 

1444 

ICO 

879 

ICO 

909 

ISO 

July  7-12 

2210 

73 

1115 

76 

711 

@1 

324 

76 

July  13-19 

554 

19 

21 

145 

16 

109 

21 

July  20-25 

S3 

3 

49 

3 

23 

3 

16 

3 

24  - 


6.  Bgrc$ft<ra  c€  Irtervi'v.? 

Bsa  *ss51c2*  «2iarstiea  of  the  first  interview  was  40  raimitea. 

SSsa  fcco-to-fesa  fr^crvles?  repaired  ea  averega  of  a  least  45  ai&utea, 
«Mle  the  teleghsaa  Interview  averaged  wall  usdor  30  minutes.  In  the 
•eeead  l&tervlev,  ®a  crorega  of  15  edeutes  wss  required,  while  oa  the 
final  esr  third  Interview  only  es  avsro.r  j  of  8  eicutoa  was  needed.  Table 
8  presests  the  full  frequsesy  distribution  of  duration  of  all  three  in¬ 
terviews. 


Table  8 


KESATIOIl  G?  XH8OTIEHS 

Oklehc-a  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Duration  in  Mantes 

Total 

Fece-to-Foc® 

Telephone 

First  Interview 

Esasbax  off  Eesyeadasta 

(3135) 

(2390) 

(745) 

-30 

25. 51 

1O.0S 

75.01 

30-39 

24.1 

25.7 

13.7 

40-49 

21.8 

27.7 

2.6 

50-59 

15.5 

19.8 

1.6 

60  + 

12.8 

16.6 

1.4 

Don't  kasw 

.3 

.2 

.5 

Second  Interview 

Eusdsar  of  Raspczt&asfc#  (3010) 

-  5  4. OS 

5-9  1.2 

10-14  42.8 

13-19  35.1 

20-24  10.8 

25-29  2.8 

30  ♦  1.1 

Don't  knew  1.2 

Third  Interview 

fresher  of  Easpcedesto  (2S52) 

-  5  11.3 

5-9  50.9 

10-14  23.9 

15-19  7.7 

20-24  2.3 

25-29  1.6 

30  +  .9 

Don't  know  1.4 
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C.  Drbaa  and  Rural  Respondents 

Pleasing  needs;  S5T  planners  need  to  Screw  whether  ;  fctsll  te&a  e^A 
rural  residents  react  may  differently  to  ecnlc  boros  th#a  their  large 
city  counterpart*.  This  information  is  needed  to  establish  lead  rentes 
for  the  SST  across  the  country.  The  study  design,  therefor©,  ©©lasted 
representative  sasplee  of  urban  and  rural  respondents  to  dstsrsisa  «ad 
coapare  their  reactions.  ! 

! 

Prben  gad  rural  set?ic  been  reactions  pjvllar;  Raastioas  of  urb*a 
end  rural  residents  to  the  sonic  bocss  were  essentially  tfc«  a  mm  cm 
virtually  ell  major  responses.  Tbs  s&sll  differences  which  wsro  re¬ 
ported  were  generally  well  within  the  rang®  of  stapling  variability. 

| 

1.  Reports  of  Interference  with  Living  Activities  by  Sonic  Hogg© 

Types  of  interference;  House  rattles  end  vibrations  wars  re¬ 
ported  by  virtually  all  residents.  Having  been  startled  or  frightened 
by  sonic  boots®  was  next  in  importance,  being  reported  by  over  a  third 
of  all  respondent®.  Interference  with  sleep  or  rest,  radio  or  TV  recep¬ 
tion,  and  conversation  were  reported  by  about  10*  of  all  persona. 

Trends  in  interference;  The  types  and  patterns  of  iatarferenca  re¬ 
ported  in  all  three  interviewing  periods  r .'lr:ed  fairly  stable.  Startle 
and  fear  of  boons  decreased  about  3Z  frea  the  first  to  the  last  Inter¬ 
view,  while  other  types  of  interference  increased  only  2-4*  over  this 

period.  f 

Prb.ro- rural  differences;  Only  very  assail  differences  in  interfer¬ 
ence,  ranging  free  2-47.,  were  reported  by  urban  and  rural  respondeat®. 
Details  of  these  comparisons  are  presented  in  Table  9. 
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Tab! a  9 


tXfCSS23  TTFSS  C?  ISEESJ3S23CS  BT  SC^IC  10SS3 
IT  G3SA9  M3  EOML  RE3PC52Z3IS 

Oklahoma  City  Aran 
February- July  1224 


Urbsn 

Rural 

types  of 

Fsh.  3 

Apr.  20 

June  15 

Feb.  3 

Apr.  20 

June  15 

Ioterfcrteco 

Aor.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Apr.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

tflus&sr  Respondents 

2210 

2226 

2C35 

616 

614 

596 

Souse  rattles 

86.31 

85. 8X 

89. 0Z 

89.  Gl 

88.31 

91.11 

Startles 

34.3 

29.6 

31.7 

33.5 

32.4 

34.4 

Interrupts  sleep 

12.3 

11.8 

14.1 

8.9 

9.4 

11.9 

Interrupts  rest 

9.2 

9.9 

12.9 

7.8 

11.7 

14.4 

Interrupts 

conversation 

7.4 

9.3 

9.9 

8.4 

12.1 

13.4 

Interrupt o 
rMIo-T? 

6.4 

6.3 

6.3 

9.3 

8.8 

9.7 

*  E&sher  of  total  respond ent a  does  act  ©mial  2252  because  those  p«r@o«s 
®feo  said  they  did  o&z  hear  the  scale  boesa  or  were  not  at  boa*  during 
s»c3t  of  the  period  wszs  sot  asked  this  <pca.9tiora. 


Scale  of  latorfer^^g:  A  aursssry  sssssare  or  Gut  testa  scale  of  report¬ 
ed  iatarfcrcrco  by  b©csa  wea  prepared  £rca  the  answers  o&®m  la  Table"  9. 
Baselndisf®  radio  esd  T?  interfere®:®,  because  not  ®ll  persons  haw®  radio 
«  flats,  all  respeadsnto  wars  greayed  according  to  tfca  types  of  re- 
psirtei  interference.  A  person  reporting  interferons®  with  ecmrsstloa 
es-  rest  also  generally  reported  interference  with  sleep,  as  well  as 
start la  esd  vibrstlca  reectlcse.  A  p-sreen  reporting  sleep  interference 
^d  startle,  but  not  interference  with  res t  or  conversation  also  generally 
reported  vibration  interference.  Thus,  Intensity  cf  intar f cresses  can  fee 
e&ora  la  three  grs vys  ~  iaS-firference  with  4-5  activities,  interference 
with  2-3  activities,  esA  interference  with  0-1  activity.  Ao  Table  10  in- 
dieg^oa,  about  C:i%  cS.  all  p&rscns  report  only  hens®  vibrstioics  cr  no 
lofctrfsr®**®,  while  a&ast  26  reysr*  4  cr  5  tyyss  of  interference.  Orbea- 
*wral  differences  again  wsra  mall  in  each  interview  period. 
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Table  10 


scale  op  Eiposnra  nfrsimsscB  by  sceic  mm 

BY  TOMB  MSO  RUFAL  R£3?G£3S?rS 


Oklahoma  City  AreA 
February-July  1564 


Orbsa 


feather  of 
Interferences 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 
June  14 

Ktosber  Respondents 

2234 

2226 

4-5 

16.31 

13.41 

2-3 

24.4 

25.2 

0-1 

59.3 

61.4 

Rural 

June  15 
July  25 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 

June  14 

Juno  15 
July  25 

2C35 

613 

614 

596 

16.9- 

13.42 

14.21 

21.32 

21.5 

30.9 

26.1 

18.8 

61.6 

55.7 

59.8 

59.9 

2.  Reports  of  Annoy. flgc*  by  Sonic  Bees* 

Tyr/gg  of  interference;  Aincst  two- thirds  of  ©11  persons  said 
tic  use  rattles  war®  scsrsAst  assaying  teiig  the  third  interview*  Oaly 
about  25%,  however,  said  tky  were  very  assacyed,  acethor  20Z  said  they 
were  noderataly  aanoyed,  cad  ta  ejaal  «sxhar  ealy  a  little  asDoyed* 

About  a  fourth  of  all  residents  reported  seas®  asneyenca  with  being 
startled,  with  12Z  esa  the  final  interview  saying  they  rare  very  ffleeeysd 
cad  10X  saying  ocdsratsly  annoyed.  Other  tyy-ea  of  £at®rl@r©ae®  resulted 
in  5-10?.  coney  saace  responses. 

Trends  in  anagyagee?  The  intensity  c S  tissue yssco  Iser eased  cwkt  tis® 
for  all  types  of  iaterfersaee,  with  the  largest  geiss  r-aysxt&d  in  cns?cy- 
aaca  with  house  rattles. 

Orbea- rural  diffartoess;  Only  ttiscr  differeascea  off  2-3X  is  sasssy- 
aaee  with  beers®  were  generally  reported  by  urbta  and  rural  reaidaota. 
Table  11  presents  these  findings. 
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Table  11 


Ksscsgo  isasfiscs  Mira  £amc  gcxts  bi  tm  o?  ieterfsreece 

ASH  El  B2SAS  ASH  B22AL  BESWE323IS 


OMafegr.a  City  Area 
Februery-July  1944 


Tysp®  o£ 


latcrfercrsc© 

Orbsn 

Rural 

esal  Xjstcaaity 

P$b.  3 

Apr.  20 

Juse  15 

Feb .  3 

Apr.  20 

June  15 

©£  Avraysvce 

Aar.  19 

Jura  14 

July  25 

Ayr.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Staler  resyeadsats 

2210 

2225 

2C35 

616 

614 

596 

Bouse  RcttlcmTotal  47. BZ 

57.81 

63.41 

52.91 

62.01 

65.81 

Very  assoyed 

11.8 

18.7 

25.8 

9.4 

17.4 

22.7 

Hodarataly 

15.5 

17.1 

18.6. 

16.6 

19.2 

19.8 

Little  essayed 

20.5 

22.0 

20.0 

26„9 

25.4 

23.3 

Stc?tle:Tot&l 

25.31 

28.41 

28.11 

27.21 

29.61 

Very  assayed 

7.1 

9.0 

11.7 

5.0 

9.3 

12.6 

Mtodcratal y 

8.2 

8.0 

9.6 

9.1 

8.6 

9.6 

Little  arssoyei 

9.3 

8.3 

7.1 

14.0 

9.3 

7.4 

Slec#:  Total 

9.81 

10.31 

12.81 

6.71 

8.21 

10.71 

Very  assayed 

4.0 

5.1 

7.0 

1.5 

3.3 

6.0 

Moderately 

2.9 

3.0 

3.9 

2.3 

2.8 

3.9 

Little  assayed 

2.9 

2.2 

1.9 

2.9 

2.1 

.8 

East:  Total 

7.9%, 

9.57. 

12.21 

7.21 

11.11 

13.41 

Vary  assayed 

4.9 

5.3 

7.5 

3.2 

6.2 

7.2 

Moderately 

2.5 

3.0 

3.2 

2.4 

2.8 

4.5 

Little  assayed 

1.4 

1.2 

1.5 

1.6 

2.1 

1.7 

Coaver lea : Tot al 

5. 51 

7.51 

8.71 

5. SI 

10.61 

12.11 

Very  asss&yed 

2.0 

2.5 

3.9 

1.3 

4.4 

4.5 

Moderately 

1.6 

2.6 

2.9 

2.1 

3.3 

4.7 

Little  casoyed 

1.9 

2.4 

1.9 

2.4 

2.9 

2.9 

Radio  &  77:  Total 

4.8Z 

6.43 

5.41 

6.71 

7.51 

9.01 

Vary  sstsoyed 

1.5 

1.9 

2.4 

1.3 

2.3 

3.G 

E 2ilnz®t®}y  1.4 

Little  arrayed  1.9 


2.: 


1.8 

1.2 


1.8 

3.6 


1.8 

3.4 


3.5 

2.5 


1.3 
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Intensity  of  ermoyimce;  A  erasure  cf  the  intensity  of  asaoysm:© 
can  b®  secured  by  cosparing  tbs  ratios  of  the  nusbar  of  persons  report¬ 
ing  more  then  a  little  annoyance  to  the  total  camber  of  persons  report¬ 
ing  interference.  Table  12  indicates  that  Bleep  end  rest  interference 
were  tbs  escst  serious  types  of  interference.  Over  5C%  of  all  poreoos 
reporting  such  interference  also  reported  sore  than  a  little  annoyance 
in  the  first  interview  and  about  80%  reported  such  annoyance  in  the 
final  interview.  In  contrast  only  about  30%  of  all  parsons  who  report¬ 
ed  sera*  rattles  in  the  first  period  ware  seriously  annoyed  by  tkesu  Ia 
the  final  period,  « latest  half  of  all  persons  reporting  rattles  al^o 

Table  12 


CWPMJSCT  0?  KC32  THAU  A  LITTLE  AHUOSAECE  feTTH  SCZJIC  BOSS 
BY  TYPE  OF  ISTZafZKEl&Z  AS)  UR3AH  AI£D  S BSAL  RESP013J2I3TS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-J  uly  1964 


Type  of 

Urban 

Sural 

Interference 

Fsb.  3 

Apr .  20 

June  1 5 

Feb.  3 

Apr.  20 

Jjine  15 

and  Annoyance  Apr.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Aor,  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Brasher  Respondents 

2210 

2226 

2085 

616 

614 

596 

Rattle  interference 

86.3% 

85.8% 

89.0% 

89.8% 

83.3% 

91.1% 

Rattle  annoyance 

27.3 

35.8 

44.4 

26.0 

36.6 

42.5 

Ratio 

.32 

.42 

.50 

.29 

.el 

.47 

Startles  iater£er„ 

34.3% 

29.61 

31.7% 

38.5% 

32.4% 

34.4% 

Seattle*  annoyance 

15.2 

17.0 

21.3 

14.1 

17.9 

22.2 

Ratio 

.44 

.57 

.67 

.36 

.55 

.65 

Sleep  interference 

12.3% 

11.8% 

14.1% 

8.9% 

9.4% 

11.9% 

S 1 eep  annoy esc e 

6.9 

8.1 

10.9 

3.3 

6.1 

9.9 

Ratio 

.56 

.69 

.77 

.43 

.65 

.33 

Rost  interference 

9.2% 

9.9% 

12.91 

7.8% 

11.7% 

14.4% 

Rest  annoyance 

6.5 

8.3 

10.7 

5.6 

9.0 

11.7 

Ra  tin 

.71 

.84 

.83 

.72 

.77 

.81 

Conversation  inter*. 

7.4% 

9.3% 

9.5% 

3.4% 

12.1% 

13.4% 

Conversation  annoy. 

3.6 

5.1 

6.3 

3.4 

7.7 

9.2 

Ratio 

.49 

.55 

.63 

.40 

.64 

.69 

Radio  &  T7  interfsr. 

6 . 4% 

6.31 

6.3% 

9.5% 

ft  •  £»» 

9.7% 

Radio  &  T?  annoy. 

2.9 

4.1 

4.2 

3.1 

4.1 

6.5 

Ratio 

.45 

.65 

47 

.33 

.47 

.  67 
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reported  ©era  Chen  a  little  aeseyeaca  with  chess.  Of  the  very  few  p-er- 
esas®  reporting  ictsrforcsco  with  conversation  or  rciio  crA  V3  listening, 
alasst  7CZ,  ©era  seriously  asnoyed  In  tha  final  peried.  It  is  aignifi- 
cesat  to  nets  that  the  ratio  of  enaoysn.ee  to  interference  increased  over 
ttea  fear  eccu  type  of  interferes.®®,  csd  the  urban  end  rural  differences 
vara  consistently  talnor. 

A  euzrcrry  Btaacro  of  the  intensity  of  annoyance  is  ah  own  in  Table 
13.  Esajcr.dca.ts  reporting  cere  than  a  little  en30ysn.ee  with  any  typ® 
of  isaterforeac®  arc  ete®m  for  each  interview  period,  iT.ill®  only  a  third 
of  all  resident®  wore  thus  seriously  annoyed  in  the  first  period,  the 
taesfeer  ir.srcr.acd  to  46%  core  than  a  little  car. eyed  by  the  boons  in  the 
third  interview  period.  Urban-rural  differences  ware  egaln  cal nor. 

Table  13 


BEPnSSSD  IffiSB  IBAH  A  LITTL2  ATSGflASCE  WITH  S0J5TC  BOSS 

bt  imma  ad  eoeal  rsspcsdehts 

Ok lab or a  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Urban 

Rural 

Intensity 

Feb.  3 

Apr.  20 

Juas  IS 

Feb.  3 

Apr.  20 

June  15 

of  Annoyance 

Aor.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Apr.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Butcher  Respondents 

2234 

2226 

2CS5 

613 

614 

596 

More  than  a  little 

34.3% 

37. 41 

46.0% 

29.6% 

39.1% 

45.5% 

Little  or  cm® 

45.7 

42.6 

54.0 

70.4 

60.9 

54.5 

3.  Reports  of  Bsssesa 

by  Sonic 

Boers 

Owrall 

alleged 

^  CSKPJ'SfT'flj  • 

Abost  cae 

third  of 

all  residents  re- 

ported  that  see, 2  bossa  had  caused  a  eras  dess®#  during  the  ala  ecotb 
period.  Slightly  seers  urbsn  residents  (35.91)  than  rural  residents 
(29.4%)  reported  e«ch  dtasgs.  Host  cf  this  difference  occurred  during 
tSsa  second  and  third  iatsrvi swing  period®. 
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Tablet  14 


REPOSTED  mmss  BT  S03IC  KJC53 
m  URBAM  A®  RUSAL  EIISFC*3  CI-JT3 

Ofelahossa  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Interviewing  Parlc-d  Urban  Rural 


Muffioer  of  Respondent© 

2234 

618 

Totals 

Period  1:  Feb.  3-April  19 

17.71 

15.2% 

Period  2:  April  20- June  14 

20,2 

14.8 

Period  3:  June  15- July  25 

21.2 

15.8 

■saber  «ad  Time  of  Bssage  Reports 

Hons 

64.1% 

7C  4% 

Some 

35.9 

29.4 

All  3  periods 

6.4% 

4.5% 

Period  1  and  2  only 

3.8 

2.0 

Period  1  and  3  only 

2.2 

1.9 

Period  1  only  . 

5.3 

6.0 

Period  2  and  3  only 

4.4 

2.6 

Period  2  only 

5.6 

4.9 

Period  3  only 

8.2 

6.8 

4.  Reports  off  Poalres  to  Complain  aril  Actual  Ccmlaiata  About  Scale 

Fait  like  ccrmlainirg;  AbcaS  11%  of  all  urban  rosidsnta  ®ed 
9.4%  of  all  rural  resident*  felt  lika  colling  or  wrltics  the  PM  ©bout 
the  botCBS  during  the  first  intsrvies t  parried.  E7  tbs  third  ititsrview,  the 
number  dwlriaj  to  call  or  write  isscrcsasd  slightly  to  ehoat  14%  for  bolts 
urbia  end  rural  group* .  7cnr  residents  fait  liSus  Bigain.^  peri tiers, 
visiting  officials  personally,  cr  balpieg  to  set  up  a  protest  ccsicsltts*. 
A*  Table  15  sheers,  urban  end  rural  differences  were  net  ©igaificssst. 
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Actually  ccrplatced:  Only  a  fraction  of  those  who  felt  Ilka  com¬ 
plaining  actually  voiced  their  feelings.  Less  than  3%  of  the  urban 
residents  compared  to  IX  of  the  rural  residents  actually  called  or  wrote 
to  the  FAA  during  the  first  interview  period.  This  su&bcr  of  actual 
coapleinera  remained  about  the  arc-a,  despite  the  increase  in  reported 
desires  to  complain.  Table  15  compares  these  trends. 

Summary  scale  of  desires  to  ccrrplain;  The  four  types  of  complaint 
activity  shewn  in  Table  15  can  be  combined  into  a  Cut teen  scale  of  in¬ 
tensity  of  complaint  feelings.  If  a  person  desired  to  visit  an  official 
or  help  set  up  a  ccooittee,  he  also  generally  felt  like  signing  a  peti¬ 
tion  and  calling  about  the  boons.  This  desire  to  do  3-4  things  consti¬ 
tuted  a  high  complaint  potential.  The  second  group  who  did  not  feel 
like  visiting  an  official  or  setting  up  a  ccsnittee,  but  did  feel  like 
calling  the  FAA  or  signing  a  petition  could  be  considered  as  having  s 
moderate  complaint  potential.  Those  who  did  not  feel  like  doing  eny  of 
the  four  types  of  complaint  activities  can  be  classified  as  having  a  low 
or  no  complaint  potential.  As  Table  16  shows ,  about  84X  reported  no 
complaint  potential,  about  9X  a  high  cor? lain t  potential  and  7X  a  coder - 
ate  coicplaint  potential*  The  urban-rural  difference©  were  ainor. 

Table  16 


COMPLAINT  POTEST IAL  FOE  BOO'S  l 
ntsem  FELT  IKE  CGMPLAISflKS  FI  URBA8  ARD  RURAL  RE3P0EDQITS 

Oklahcr-a  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Intensity  or 

Urban 

Rural 

Complaint 

Potential 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 

June  14 

June  15 
Jyjjr.25 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 

June  14 

June  15 
July  25 

lumber  Respondents 

2228 

2226 

2035 

618 

614 

596 

to-!* 

87. 3% 

83.  IX 

84. 3X 

83. 9X 

33. AX 

83. 7X 

iOM 

12.7 

16.9 

15.7 

11.1 

16.6 

16.3 

High 

6.0 

8.9 

8.3 

5.0 

9.1 

9.6 

Moderate 

6.7 

8.0 

6.9 

6.1 

7.5 

6.7 
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3.  Long  Range  Acceptability  of  Sonic  Boons 

Self-appraisal  of  adaptation  to  indefinite  exposure  of  booms: 
Although  about  half  of  the  rural  resident!  and  a  third  of  the  urban 
residents  were  aware  of  the  six-mortb  duration  of  the  test  program  on 
the  first  interview,  practically  all  reported  on  the  third  interview 
that  the  boons  would  end  after  July.  Since  the  SST  in  actual  operation 
would  be  expected  to  fly  year  in  and  year  out  and  create  tonic  booms  for 
an  indefinite  period,  a  question  was  added  toward  the  end  of  each  of  the 
three  interviews  to  measure  ael f- appraisals  of  adaptation  to  an  indefi¬ 
nite  bocaa  exposure.  Each  person  was  asked,  "If  your  area  regularly  re¬ 
ceived  booms  from  a  civilian  jet  aa  often  and  as  loud  as  the  recent  ones 
de  you  think  yc*j  youraelf  would  very  likely  learn  to  live  with  it,  you 
might  or  you  probably  wouldn't  be  able  to  live  with  it?" 

Both  urban  and  rural  residents  gave  the  same  answers  about  the  long 
ra"ge  acceptability  of  the  boons.  While  almost  8 0%  felt  they  "very 
likely"  would  accept  the  booms  on  the  first  interview,  only  GG7.  felt 
this  way  on  the  third  interview,  when  the  intensity  of  the  boom  had  in¬ 
creased.  Only  about  201  on  the  third  interview,  however,  took  the  ex¬ 
treme  position  that  they  couldn't  accept  the  booms  or  didn’t  know  if 
they  could  accept  them. 


Table  17 


REPORTED  ABILITY  TO  ACCEPT  EIGHT  BOOHS  PER  DAY  FOR  AN 
INDEFINITE  PERIOD  BY  URBAN  AND  RURAL  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Urban 

Rural 

Ability  to 

Accept  Booms 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 
June  14 

June  15 
July  25 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 
June  14 

June  1 5 
July  23 

Number  Respondents 

2228 

2226 

2234 

618 

614 

618 

Very  likely 

79.4% 

66. 9% 

60.6% 

75.4% 

87.1% 

62.1% 

Might 

13.6 

17.7 

17.7 

15.4 

17.3 

17.6 

Couldn't 

4.8 

13.5 

18.4 

8.6 

12.5 

17.2 

Don't  know 

2.2 

1.9 

3.3 

2.6 

3.1 

3.1 
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6 .  Other  Important  Variables 

While  many  e  d  d 1 1 i on  a  1  tabu lat 1 were  prepared  for  urben  and 
rural  respondents ,  a  complete  presentation  of  these  rindlngs  would  only 
add  to  the  length  of  Che  report  and  reaffirm  the  consistent  similarity 
In  reaponsea.  It  waa  decided,  therefore,  to  present  only  the  major  sonic 
boom  reactions  and  related  attitudes  In  this  aectlon.  Other  tabulations 
which  were  prepared  showed  no  significant  differences  between  urban  and 
rural  residents. 

Knowledge  cf  the  sonic  boom  test:  About  601  of  all  respondents 
knew  the  purpose  of  the  test  program  during  the  first  Interview.  An  ad¬ 
ditional  17%  gave  other  answers  which  had  been  suggested  In  the  preue, 
i.e.  the  test  would  help  loc-.l  aviation  Industries  or  help  get  a  new  SST 
terminal  for  Oklahoma  City.  While  b2%  of  the  urban  residents  gave  cor¬ 
rect  answers,  only  50%  of  the  rural  residents  were  equally  well  informed. 

Feel  1  ocal  boc-.a  absolutely  necessary:  All  respondents  were  asked, 
"Do  you  yourself  fee*  It  is  absolutely  necessary  for  the  Jets  to  otake 
these  booms  around  here  ?*■  not?"  On  the  first  interview,  over  half  felt 
it  was  absolutely  necessary,  but  by  the  final  Interview,  only  about  45 % 
felt  this  way.  The  urban-rural  responses  were  almost  the  iaa«,  as  can 
be  seen  In  Table  18. 


Table  18 


REPORTED  BELIEF  IN  TEE  ABSOLUTS  FECES SITT  OF  LOCAL  BOOMS 
BY  UR  SAM  AMD  RURAL  RES  POBEDITS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Urban 

Rural 

Belief  In 
necessity 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 
June  14 

June  15 
July  25 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

Apr.  20 
June  14 

June  1 5 
July  25 

»u®b«r  Respondents 

2210 

2226 

2234 

616 

616 

618 

Ye# 

57,6% 

52.2% 

65.71 

52.8% 

69.8% 

64.0% 

Wo 

24.6 

29.2 

33.0 

26.3 

27.5 

31.2 

Don’t  know 

17.8 

18.6 

21.3 

20.9 

22.7 

24.8 

I 
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Tp*1  ?<agid;  ,1?.ii  ahould  coaoleia  if  annexed:  A  s  it  ted  in  the  dlr- 

cuacioo  c £  the  study  design,  sas«  local  groups  urged  residents  to  accept 
the  bocapi  vlihojt  cor^^laint.  It  wj s  inferred  that  ctepluining  night  hares 
local  aircraft  interests.  Sirce  the  puroosa  of  the  study  vna  Co  record 
honest  re/ccr.l&M  to  (.he  boos&s,  v  >th  f.V'<>if*Me  and  ur.fsvo- tble,  a  special 
question  vm  ended  to  the  fi.rst  »r ad  th,  rd  (ttarvi^vs  Co  Mviure  any  pos¬ 
sible  bi;  a  o*s  this  question.  Respc*r«d«i*ift  t«f£  asked,  '  Do  yo«.  chink 
people  around  here  »  .  >uld  ccwejliin  a'_cut  th»:ae  boexirs  if  they  iind  then 
annoying?"*  About  equal  nuu&e  a  of  urban  and  ru  ral  residents  felt  people 
Should  coup  la  In  if  annoyed  ai  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  atudy.  Abwt 
711  felt  thitf  way  on  the  third  interview,  coopered  to  67-691  on  the  first 
Interview.  Table  19  presents  these  finding?. 

Table  19 


REPOSTED  S£LIK7  PEOPLE  SHOULD  COM>LAIR  IP  ANTJOYEO 
BT  UREAS  ABU  RURAL  RESPOW/EHTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Urban  _ Rural 


Feb.  3 

June  15 

Feb.  3 

June  15 

Believe  in  Coutplalnt 

April  19 

July  25 

April  19 

July  25 

Nunber  of  Respondents 

2210 

22.34 

616 

618 

Tea 

68.21 

71.31 

66.61 

71.21 

So 

24.8 

20.9 

26.0 

17.8 

Don't  know" 

7.0 

7.8 

7.4 

11.0 

Personal  characteristics : 

Only  in 

educational 

echievewent 

and  in 

c<a*e  are  urban  and  rural  residents  different  in  personal  characteriatics. 
Urban  residents  have  were  education  and  higher  incomes.  Tablt  20  pre- 
tents  these  c caparisons. 
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Table  2C 


SELECTED  PERSONAL  ttUKACTERISTICS 
EY  URBAN  AKD  RURAL  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- Jul y  1984 


Wuatber  of  Respondents 

Urban 

2228 

Rural 

618 

F 

!*sdly  Coseoelclon 

I  Adults  only 

48.  or 

47.01 

Children  over  6 

25.9 

27.0 

Children  under  6 

26.1 

28.0 

Site  tf  Family 

One  person 

9.6* 

9.  IX 

Two-three 

50.2 

47.6 

Four  or  store 

40.  ? 

*3.3 

ASS, 

Under 

37.71 

37.21 

40  m 

41.8 

38.7 

j>5  or  core 

19.5 

23.9 

Age  r>c;  given 

1.0 

.2 

Sex 

Male 

30.01 

32.41 

1 

Female 

70.0 

67.6 

Education 

Elementary  school 

19.21 

35.01 

High  school 

53.0 

51.4 

College 

27.4 

13.5 

Hot  given 

.4 

.1 

Income 

Under  $8,000 

69.71 

81.71 

$8,000-14,999 

18.5 

13.1 

$13,000  or  wore 

4.2 

1.8 

Income  not  given 

7.6 

3.4 

D.  Telephone  and  Faco-fo-Pace  Interviews 


Methodological  teat:  Part  of  the  study  design  was  to  select  two 
comparable  samples  of  urban  respondents  and  to  interview  one  group  face 
to  face  and  the  other  by  telephone.  The  face-to-face  interviews  were 
longer  and  Included  more  introductory  and  free-anrwer-type  interview¬ 
ing.  The  questions  which  were  included  in  both  types  of  interviews,  how¬ 
ever,  were  the  same. 

Telephone  and  face-to-face  sonic  boom  reactions  similar:  Reactions 
to  tonic  boosts  on  both  types  of  interviews  were  essentially  the  same.  The 
telephone  int ar views  wre  srnch  shorter,  yet  yielded  about  the  seme  sonic 
boon  responses.  Same  of  the  wore  important  reactions  to  the  booms  are 
presented  in  this  section.- 

1.  Itcpcrta  of  Interference  with  Living  Activities  by  Sonic  Bo-aas 

Typ-t  of  Interference:  Virtually  no  differences  in  sonic  boom 
interferences  were  reported  by  both  types  of  interviews.  The  overall 
pattern  of  Interference  was  also  the  taw  as  the  urban  and  rural  re¬ 
sponses.  Vibrations  and  hm&s  rattles  were  most  frequently  reported, 
followed  in  order  by  startle,  interrupted  sleep,  reat,  conversation  and 
radio  and  TV  ,'istening.  Table  21  presents  these  findings. 

Table  21 


5X POSTED  TYPES  OF  IXTERTEREISCB  BY  SONIC  BOOSfS 
BY  PACE -TO- FACE  AHD  TELRFfOTE  RES  FOMENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- Apr 11  1964 


Types  of  Interference 

Face-to-Face 

Telephone 

•umber  of  Respondents* 

• 

937 

666 

Souse  rattle 

86.41 

S7.SX 

Stnrtle 

34.4 

33.8 

Interrupt  sleep 

13.2 

15.2 

Interrupt  rest 

9.9 

10.7 

Interrupt  conversation 

8.1 

8.4 

Interrupt  radio  and  TV 

7.7 

6.3 

*  Only  respondents  in  matched  adjacent  blocks  are  included. 
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Scale  of  interference:  Table  22  presence  a  tttnmary  scale  of  Inter¬ 
ference.  As  can  be  seen,  no  significant  differences  “®re  reported  by 
either  type  of  interview. 

Table  22 


SCALE  GF  REPORTED  TVIERFEaXSSCE  BT  SCOTC  »0®S 
BT  PACE- TO- FACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPO?iTD«TS 

Ok  1 ah  gas  City  Area 
February- April  ISM 


Humber  of  Interferences 

Psce-to-Face 

Telephone 

Humber  of  Respondents 

937 

666 

4-5 

14.11 

15. OX 

2-3 

29.6 

27.0 

0-1 

56.3 

58.0 

2 .  Reports  of  annoyance  by  Sonic  So'-rs 

Kinds  of  interference:  Virtually  no  differences  were  reported 
in  annoyance  responses  by  the  different  interview  groups.  Table  23  pre¬ 
sents  this  similarity  in  response. 
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Tabic  23 


RE  POSY  ED  ANNOYANCE  WITH  SONIC  BOOHS 

IT  TYPE  OP  INTERFERESCE  AND  BY  FACE -TO- PACE  AMD  TELEPHONE 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
Pebmary-Aprll  1964 


Type  of  Interference  and 

Intensity  of  Annoyance 

Pace- to- Pace 

Member  of  Respondents 

937 

House  Rattle:  Total 

49. 9X 

Very  annoyed 

13.2 

Moderately  annoyed 

17.2 

Little  annoyed 

19.5 

Startle:  Total 

26. 3X 

Very  annoyed 

7.6 

Moderately  annoyed 

9.8 

Little  annoyed 

8.9 

Sleep:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
Moderately  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 


11.  IX 
4.4 
3.1 
3.6 


teet:  Total  8.5X 

Very  annoyed  5.0 

Moderately  annoyed  2.2 

Little  annoyed  1.3 

Conversation:  Total  6.51 

Very  annoyed  2.5 

Moderately  annoyed  1.8 

Little  annoyed  2.2 


Radio  &  TV:  Total  5.7X 

Very  annoyed  2.5 

federate  ly  annoyed  1.3 

Little  annoyed  1.9 


RESPONDENTS 


Telephone 

666 

49. OX 
14.9 
14.7 
19.4 

25. 7X 

8.7 

7.2 

9.8 

11.91 

5.1 

3.3 
3.0 

9.6X 

4.1 

3.5 

2.0 

5.9X 

2.1 

1.5 

2.3 

4.7X 

.9 

2.0 

1.8 
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SuaMry  of  Intensity  or  annuy ar.ce:  A  *»«assary  measure  of  arnoyance 
with  boost#  is  presented  in  Table  24.  Very  little  difference  is  igaic 
observed  between  face-to-face  and  te lephone  respondents. 

Table  24 


REPORTED  MORE  THAN  A  LITTLE  ANNOYANCE  WITH  SONIC  BOO MS 
BY  FACE-TO- FACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-Apr 1 1  1964 


Intensity 
of  Annoyance 

Face-to-Face 

Telephone 

Number  of  Respondent# 

937 

664 

More  than  a  little 

34.51 

32.61 

Little  or  ..one 

45.5 

67.4 

3.  ports  of  li«a.ape  by  Sc-nfc  Soc~-g 

Identical  reports  of  de-*agc  by  20.6*  of  all  respondents  were 
made  during  the  first  interview  on  face-to-face  and  telephone  interviews. 

4 .  Reports  of  Desire  to  Complain  and  Actual  Complaint#  Ab'Bjt  Soafc 


Types  ot  ccca-plaint  activity:  Very  ©mail  difference#  were  re¬ 
ported  by  face-to-face  and  telephone  respondents  with  respect  to  desire® 
to  coaplain  and  actual  ccroplainta .  Table  25  presents  the  similarities  *n 
response. 
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Tabic  25 


MPOUTXD  DESIRES  TO  CtiHPLAI*  AKD  ACTUAL  CCWLAIKTS  ABOUT  SONIC  BOCWi 
IT  FACE-TO- BACK  AKD  TELE PRO HE  RESPOJ0BHTS 

Oklahoma  CltT  Area 
February-Apr il  1964 


Facc-to-Face  Telephone 


Activity 

Felt  Like 

Did 

Felt  Like 

Did 

Muster  of  Respondents 

(937) 

(666) 

Write  or  telephone 

12.3 

3.2 

14.1 

3.5 

Sign  petition 

9.2 

0.4 

12.8 

0.6 

Vieit  official 

4.8 

0.2 

7.5 

0.8 

Help  act  up  caoulttee 

4.8 

0.2 

7.2 

0.3 

Suraai?  seal*  of  desire  to  coweplain:  The  (usury  scale  on  desire 
to  ccssplata  Indicated  very  assail  differences  of  about  2X  between  face- 
to- face  and  telephone  interviews.  Face-to-face  respondents  reported  V 
that  86X  had  no  cosplalnt  potential  cae^ared  to  83. 7X  of  the  telephone 
respondents.  Table  26  presents  these  findings. 
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Table  26 


COMPLAINT  F03TNTIAL  FOR  B 001:1:  FERSOff?  FELT  LISLE  CGrfFLA IKING 
BT  FACE-TO-FACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPONDENTS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- Apr!  1  1964 

Intensity  of 

Complaint  Potential  F«ce-to-Face  Telephone 

Nuabcr  of  Respondent*  944  660 

None  86. OX  83.71 

Some  14,0  16.3 

High  5.8  8.8 

Moderate  8.2  7.5 


5  •  Too  g  Range  Accept  ability  of  Sonic  Boosea 

Virtually  no  differences  were  reported  by  f*ce-to-  face  and 
telephone  respondents  in  their  expectations  to  accept  eight  boons  per 
day  for  an  indefinite  period.  Table  27  presents  these  findings. 

Table  27 


reported  ability  to  accept  eight  boohs  fer  day 
FOR  AN  INDEFINITE  PERIOD  BY  FACS-TO-PACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Arga 
February-Apr i 1  1964 


Ability  to  Accept  Boo®? 

Face-to-face 

Telepho 

Nu&ber  of  Respondent  a 

944 

68C 

Very  likely 

78.81 

79.01 

Might 

14.0 

13.2 

Couldn ' t 

4.3 

5.4 

Don't  knov 

2.6 

2.4 

6.  Other  Important  Variables 
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Knowledge  of  tha  sonic  boog  teat:  Telephone  respondents  were 
a  little  better  informed  of  the  valid  purpose*  of  the  aonic  booms.  About 
701  of  the  telephone  respondents  coerpared  to  611  of  the  face-to-face 
respondents  knew  the  real  reason  for  the  testa.  However,  sore  of  the 
face-to-face  respondents  gave  the  incorrectly  publicised  reasons  that  the 
bo«M  would  help  local  aviation  and  help  get  an  SST  terminal.  About  19X 
of  the  face-to-face  respondents  gave  these  latter  reasons  compared  to  151 
of  the  telephone  respondents.  When  these  latter  answers  are  combined 
with  the  vg lid  responses,  the  difference  between  the  face-to-face  and 
telephone  responses  narrows  to  only  5Z. 

Feel  local  bocaia  absolutely  necessary:  Equal  nunbers  of  face-to- 

face  and  telephone  respondents  felt  that  local  booms  were  absolutely 
necessary.  The  differences  between  the  two  groups  ranged  from  4-61. 

Both  groupo  reported  declines  of  10-121  in  favorable  attitudes  from  the 
first  to  third  interviews.  Table  28  presents  these  findings.  ‘ 

Table  28 


REPORTED  BELIEF  IN  THE  ABSOLUTE  NECESSITY  OF  LOCAL  BOOMS 
BY  FACE-TO-FACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Face -to-F  see _ _  _ Telephone 


Belief  In 

Feb.  3 

Apr.  20 

June  15 

Feb.  3 

Apr.  20 

June  15 

Necessity 

Apr.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Apr.  19 

June  14 

July  25 

Munber  Respondent* 

| 

937 

941 

944 

666 

678 

680 

Yea 

57.71 

52.51 

47.21 

53.61 

47.61 

41.51 

No 

24.1 

32.2 

33.7 

29.4 

32.0 

37.5 

Don't  know 

16.2 

15.3 

19.1 

17.0 

20.4 

21.0 

45 


aBiBSWK 


Feel  residents  should  complain  If  annoyed:  Alsaost  »qual  nuatbers  of 
face-to-face  and  telephone  respondent#  felt  resident#  should  cosaplain  if 
•nnoyed.  The  number  of  such  unbiased  feelings  remained  fairly  stable 
throughout  the  six-aonth  period.  Table  29  presents  these  trends. 


Table  29 


REPORTED  BELIEF  PEOPLE  SHOULD  COMPLAIN  IF  ANMT5YED 
BY  FACE-TO-PACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-Jul y  1964 


Belief  in  Ccraplaint 

Face- 

to-Pfice 

Telephone 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

June  13 
July  25 

Feb.  3 
Apr.  19 

June  15 
July  25 

Number  of  Respondents 

937 

944 

666 

680 

Yea 

69.81 

71.91 

70.11 

71.81 

No 

24.1 

20.6 

*2.2 

19.6 

Dor. ' t  know 

7.1 

7.5 

7.7 

8.6 

Personal  characteristics:  Telephone  respondents  were  more  often 
adults  with  sea  liar  fasti  lies  and  sslddle  aged.  They  also  acre  often  re¬ 
fused  to  Ri  ve  their  Income.  None  of  these  differences,  however,  appar¬ 
ent  ly  were  significant  variables  with  respect  to  sonic  bow  reactions. 
Table  30  presents  these  ccorpar  isor.3 . 
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Table  30 


SELECTED  PERSONAL  CHARACTERISTICS 
SY  FACE-TO-FACE  AND  TELEPHONE  RESPONDENTS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Face-to-F«ce 

Telephone 

Number  of  Respondents 

944 

680 

Family  Composition: 

Adults  only 

43.41 

54.71 

Children  over  6 

26.8 

26.6 

Children  under  6 

29.8 

18.7 

Sire  of  Family: 

One  person 

8.51 

10.61 

Two-three 

48.8 

53.5 

Four  or  more 

42.7 

35.9 

Age: 

Under  40 

42 . 61 

29.91 

40-64 

39.8 

48.7 

65  or  more 

17.1 

19.7 

Age  not  given 

.5 

1.7 

Sex: 

Male 

30.  91 

27.51 

Female 

69.1 

72.5 

Education: 

Elementary 

20.11 

18.91 

High  school 

53.1 

49.5 

College 

26.5 

31.0 

Not  given 

.3 

.6 

Inc  rasa: 

Under  $6,000 

51.41 

46.11 

$6,000-7,999 

19.4 

18.7 

$8,000- 14,  *99 

19.2 

17.9 

$15,000  or  wire 

4.3 

4.9 

Not  given 

5.5 

12.4 
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S.  Incomplete  Second  end  Third  Intcrvlws 

Ksthodoloalcal  tent:  Of  the  3135  respondents  completing  their  first 
interview,  over  200  failed  to  cessileta  the  second  err  third  Interviews. 
While  only  a  fourth  of  these  inccspletos  were  due  to  refusals  or  inter¬ 
view  break  offs,  the  question  still  esy  be  raised  oi  possible  bias  due  to 
the  failure  to  include  these  Biasing  respondents.  A  ccrparl sen  of  the 
first  interview  answers  by  respondents  with  three  casplete  interview® 
(completes)  and  those  with  only  first  interviews  (incoraplctes)  will  test 
for  Such  possible  bias. 

Coerpar  ieens  of  an  ewer  a  by  respondents  with  three  complete  sets  of 
interview*  with  those  having  lnccraplcta  aeta  of  interviews  indicated  no 
significant  differences  on  eonic  bocna  reactions.  This  add®  confidence 
that  the  ccraplete  set®  of  interviews  ware  not  greatly  biased  by  the  fail¬ 
ure  to  aocure  the  missing  interviews.  The  section  which  follows  documents 
tha  similarity  in  scale  boca  reactions  by  the  respondents  with  ccsspleto 
and  ioccwtplet®  sets  of  interview's. 

1.  Report®  of  Interference  with  Living  Activities  by  Sonic  Eoc&a 

Typos  of  interference:  The  amount  and  types  of  reported  inter¬ 
ference  by  sonic  bocsss  were  virtually  the  essa®  for  both  complete  and  in¬ 
complete  rcspo&dents.  Table  31  preeenti  the  Caspar laon. 


Tab la  31 


REPORTED  TYPES  OP  I ISTTERFESJCSCE  E7  SOSTIC  BO®5 
BY  R£SP0r©WTS  WITH  CC7IPLET2  AKD  IKCdfPLETS  IKTSRVIZlfS 


Qfr lahe-aj  City  Aran 

February-Apri I  1544 

Type  of  Interference 

Ccefoletes 

InceepletM 

Ihimber  of  Respondents 

2826 

291 

House  rattles 

87. <n 

87.  n 

Startles 

35.2 

36.7 

Interrupts  sleep 

11.  A 

9.6 

Interrupts  rest 

8.9 

9.6 

Interrupts  converses  ion 

7.6 

11.7 

Interrupts  radio  &  TV 

7.0 

7.1 

Scale  of  Interference:  The  identical  reeponrea  of  reapondenta 
with  complete  cad  inecFsplete  interviews  ara  alao  shewn  in  Table  32  which 
eoMaarip®®  report*  of  Interference. 

Table  32 


SCALE  09  B2PCST20  ISTERFESSiCE  BT  SdOTC  BOO® 

st  usmm-OTS  wiia  camsrz  akd  iecgkpletz  into  views 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- April  1964 


Bttaber  of  Interferences 

Completes 

Incorapletes 

Whether  of  Respondent  e 

2852 

281 

4-5 

15.71 

n.ot 

2-3 

25.8 

21.1 

0-1 

58.5 

58.0 

jcrtffl  of  Annoyance  by  Sonic  Booess 


Very  Mall  differences  wre  reported  In  types  and  intensity  of 
annoyance  with  booses  by  respondents  with  complete  and  incomplete  inter¬ 
views. 
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Table  33 


REPORTED  AfTJSOTAKCE  WITH  SOS1C  BOCKS 
BT  RESPOJ©EHTS  WITH  COMPLETE  AND  INCOMP1XTS  IKTIRVIEW3 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-April  1964 


Yype  of  Interference  and 

Intensity  ot  Annoyance  Completes  locot^tletea 


Nusaber  of  Respondent  • 

House  Rattle:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
federate ) y  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 

Startle:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
Moderately  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 

Sleep:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
Moderately  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 

Rest:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
Moderately  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 

Conversation:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
Moderately  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 

Radio  &  TV:  Total 
Very  annoyed 
Moderately  annoyed 
Little  annoyed 


2826 

261 

48.91 

47.71 

11.3 

12.8 

15.7 

15.7 

21.9 

19.2 

7S.31 

27.81 

4.6 

10.3 

8.4 

9.3 

10.3 

8.2 

9.21 

C.  21 

3.5 

5.0 

2.8 

2.1 

2.9 

1.1 

7.81 

7.81 

3.8 

6.0 

2.5 

1.4 

1.5 

.4 

5.61 

s. a 

1.8 

2.5 

1.7 

2.5 

2.1 

3.2 

5.21 

4.61 

1.5 

1.4 

1.5 

l.S 

2.2 

1.4 
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guageary  of  Intensity  of  annoyance:  The  closeness  In  annoyance  re- 
•pms«s  1*  also  shcsra  Id  Table  34,  which  separatee  all  persons  with  ®ore 
tkoa  •  little  crirjcyance  with  any  Interference  fro®  these  not  greatly 
ao®07®d. 

Table  34 


WPOSTSD  W3HE  THAU  A  LITTLE  AK!«TFARCE  WITH  SOMIC  BOOKS 
b?  S£of>JeS>Si??S  Wit;;  COMrLSrS  A iSCC?i:'I»TS  ioi cAV IfcWS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
Pebruary-April  1964 


Intensity  of  Aimoyence 

Completes 

Incomplete* 

Vudber  of  Respondents 

2852 

283 

More  than  a  little 

33.31 

31.81 

Little  or  none 

66.7 

68.2 

3.  Reports  of  Pgaage  by  Sonic  Bo^iaa 

Only  a  eaall  difference  of  lees  than  21  was  reported  by  c era- 
plate  and  Incomplete  respondents  on  alleged  dsasage  by  sonic  boom.  Re- 
tp&sdtmta  with  ccssplete  sets  of  interviews  reported  that  20, 21  had  sus¬ 
tained  some  damage  while  21.71  of  the  incoe^letas  gave  this  report. 
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4.  Reports  cf  Desires  to  Complain  mid  Actual  Cosifilalnts  Abomt  Sonic 
Bocses 


TS«  aiul  1  erity  in  c®5pl*int  rssctli^is  to  stmic  c^ooR&a  Is  also 
ihrwo  In  Table  i* .  The  answers  of  ccci-pleta  and  icccnrplete  respondents 
arc  within  a  few  per  cent  of  one  another. 


Table  35 


REFCRTF.D  DESIRES  TO  CQKFLAIH  AHD  ACTUAL  CGOTADiTS 
ABOUT  SC?iIC  BOG'S  BY  RESPONDENTS  WITH  CCHPLSTE  AJBD  DSCGHPLEljz  INTER  VIEWS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- Apr 11  19$4 


Cosspletcfl  Irtcrngpletes 


Activity 

Felt  Like 

Did 

Pelt  Like 

Did 

Jteber  of  Respondent® 

(2826) 

(283} 

Write  or  telephone 

10. 7% 

2.3% 

n.7t 

2.3X 

Sign  petition 

8.2 

.4 

10.0 

- 

Visit  official 

4.7 

.4 

6.4 

.4 

Halp  set  op  comaittce 

4.5 

.1 

s.i 

- 
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Sxsrsszry  scale  of  desire  to  complain:  The  closeness  of  response  re¬ 
flected  la  the  susssary  scale  on  the  ccssplaint  potential  (Table  36)  fur* 
ther  trodarsccrea  the  uniform  reactions  to  sonic  boosts  by  complete  and  in¬ 
complete  respondents. 


Table  36 


CCMPLADTT  POTS37IAL  F CR  BOOS:  PERSONS  FELT  LUCE  COMPLAIMirK 
ST  RESP023TJ7S  ¥1  Til  COMPLETE  AND  INCOMPLETE  INTERVIEWS 


Intensity  of 

Cofleplaint  Potential 

February-April  1964 

C  obsolete 

Incomplete 

Rusher  of  Respondents 

.1852 

283 

Hone 

87. 6X 

86. 6X 

Some 

12.4 

13.4 

High 

5.8 

7.4 

Moderate 

6.6 

6.0 
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5.  Long  Rar.£,e  Acceptability  of  Scenic  Booos 

Practically  no  differences  were  reported  by  ccsrpleta  and  in¬ 
complete  respondent*  on  their  projected  ability  to  accept  aotiic  bocrat* 
indefinitely.  Table  37  ahenra  differences  of  leas  than  TL. 

Table  37 


REPUTED  A3 1  LIT?  TO  ACCEPT  EICTTT  BOCM  RLK  DAT 

FOR  AH  IKDEFItUTE  PERIOD 

BY  RfiSFCfWgMTS  WITH  COMPLETE  AMD  Il*COiPLETE  IMTOSVTw; 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
february-Apri 1  1 9  b* 


Ability  to  Accept  Boers 

Cceaplete 

Inc  replete 

Buaber  of  Reapon&ents 

2852 

283 

Very  likely 

78.51 

76.71 

Might 

13.9 

U.S 

Couldn't 

5.2 

5.7 

Don't  know 

2.4 

3.1 

I 
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6.  Other  lens  or  tan  t  Variables 


Knowledge  of  sonic  boro  teat:  A  difference  of  only  6%  was  re¬ 
ported  by  ccsplete  and  incomplete  respondents  in  their  knowledge  of  the 
purpose*  of  the  sonic  bocra  tests  The  panel  of  complete  respondents  had 
60%  correct  ensure  re,  while  the  incomplete  respondents  had  54%  correct. 

In  addition  17%  of  the  complete  and  13%  of  the  incomplete  respondents 
fait  the  tests  would  help  local  industry  or  help  get  an  SST  terminal  for 
the  city. 

Feel  local  bocaa  absolutely  necessary:  A  difference  of  only  3%  was 
reported  by  complete  and  Incomplete  respondents  in  their  belief  in  the 
necessity  ct  local  booss.  About  56%  of  all  complete  responde-^s  felt 
local  booms  were  absolutely  necessary  compared  to  53%  of  the  incosepletea. 

Feel  residents  should  complain  if  acnoygd:  The  seme  small  differ¬ 
ences  were  reported  by  complete  and  incomplete  respondents  with  reepect 
to  their  feelings  about  others  complaining  if  annoyed.  Almost  68%  of 

the  ccffiplete  respondents  felt  people  should  frankly  conrplain  about  booms 
if  annoyed,  compered  to  70%  of  the  incomplete*. 

Personal  characteristics:  Incomplete*  sore  often  had  older  children 
and  were  male  respondents.  In  all  other  personal  characteristics,  com¬ 
plete  and  inccssplete  respondents  were  the  same. 
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Table  33 


SELECTED  PERSGKAI  CHARACTERISTICS 
BY  2ESPOKDENTS  WITH  COMPLETE  AKD  WCCmFLETS  INTERVIEWS 


Oklahma  C  ILZ_AE±1 
Februar y- Jul y  IS 64 

Cc~rplet«  Incomplete 


Humber  of  Respondents 

2852 

283 

Family  Composition: 

Adults  only 

47.71 

49.21 

Children  under  6 

26.2 

17.0 

Children  over  6 

76.1 

33.8 

Slxe  of  Family: 

One  person 

9.41 

11. OX 

TVo  -  three 

49.6 

52.0 

Four  or  core 

41.0 

37.0 

Age: 

Under  40 

37. 6X 

62.07, 

40- 64 

41.1 

35.0 

65  or  wore 

20.; 

23.0 

Hot  given 

.8 

Sex: 

Male 

30. 5X 

39. n 

Fe^wsle 

69.5 

60.0 

Education: 

Elementary 

22.  el 

23, 3X 

Sigh  school 

52.6 

56.9 

College 

24.5 

19.4 

Hot  given 

.3 

.4 

Inco*€ : 

Under  $6,000 

53.7 

56.8 

$5,000-7,999 

18.7 

15.9 

$8,000-1  ,999 

17.3 

12.3 

$15,000  or  wore 

3.6 

2.1 

!fot  given 

6.7 

12.9 

F.  Panel  Effects 


Methodological  teat:  As  discussed  in  the  section  on  study  design, 

•  patisl  effect  is  the  possible  influence  of  an  Initial  Interview  on  sub¬ 
sequent  reintervievs  with  the  eess*  respondent.  To  test  for  such  pos¬ 
sible  respondent  bias,  independent  staples  of  new  respondents  were  ob¬ 
tained  during  the  second  and  third  interviews.  Answers  by  the  independ¬ 
ent  samples  were  compared  to  those  by  the  regular  panel  of  interviews  to 
determine  whether  significant  differences  existed. 

| 

Regular  panel  end  independent  eanple  reactions  to  sonic  booms  were 
Similar ;  On  all  key  questions,  answura  by  the  independent  samples  and 
by  the  regular  panel  of  respondents  were  about  the  same.  This  gives 
further  confidence  In  the  unbiased  and  representative  nature  of  the 
panel's  reports  on  sonic  booza  reactions. 

Overall  rating  of  srea:  Control  and  panel  respondents  rated  their 
resident lalj areas  about  the  sea®.  Almost  half  gave  an  "excellent"  rating 
over  one-third  a  "good,"  rating,  and  less  than  one-fifth  a  "fair"  or  "poor 
rating.  Table  39  presents  these  c csanar isons . 


Table  39 


OVERALL  RATING  0?  AREA  BY  PANEL  AND  CONTROL  SAMPLES 


Oklahoma  City  Area 


April  1964 

t 


Rating 

Panel 

Control 

Excel  lent 

A5.9I 

45.  n 

Good  j 

35.7 

40.6 

Fair  j 

15.5 

12.2 

Poor 

2.7 

2.0 

Don' t  know 

.2 

• 

1.  Reports  of  Interference  with  Living  Activities  by  Sonic  Boons 

Types  of  Interference:  On  virtually  all  types  of  interference 
the  sonic  bocm  responses  were  about  the  me  for  both  panel  and  control 
Interviews.  The  panel,  however,  did  report  somewhat  less  startle  than 
the  control  sesples. 
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Tab Is  40 


REPORTED  TYPES  OF  IKPSRFEKZICCZ  Vt  SOSIC  BOOTS 
IT  PANEL  AND  CCffHlOL  SAMPLES 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
Apr 11- July  1904 


Type  of  Interference 

April  20-June  14 

June  15-July  25 

Panel 

Control 

Panel 

Control 

Number  of  Respondent  a 

16m 

197 

1521 

199 

House  rattles 

88.81 

93. 9X 

92. 6Z 

95.01 

Start le 

31.6 

39.6 

34.5 

46.7 

Interrupt  sleep 

14.1 

11.7 

16.5 

20.1 

Interrupt  rcot 

11.8 

6.6 

15.3 

21.6 

Interrupt  conversation 

10.4 

7.1 

11.8 

10.1 

Interrupt  radio  &  T7 

7.5 

7.1 

7.0 

6.0 

*  Represents  the  regular  a  tipple  in  Oklahoma  City  «?hich  is  adjacent  to 
the  control  staple. 
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2.  Rgporta  of  Annoyance  JjL  Sonic  Bom.3 

Reports  of  annoyance  with  sonic  boms  were  essentially  the  t&sae 
for  panel  end  control  respondents.  The  saall  differences  which  occurred 
were  generally  within  the  range  of  assxpllng  variability. 


Table  41 


REPORTED  APWTASSCE  WITH  SONIC  BOCKS 
BY  PAKEI.  AND  CC7TR0L  SAMPLES 

Ok  1  ah  ms  City  Area 
April-July  1964 


Types  of  Interference 

April 

20- June  14 

June 

15- July  25 

and  Intensity  of  Annoyance 

Panel 

Control 

Panel 

Control 

Muasher  of  Respondents 

1619 

197 

1521 

199 

House  Rattle:  Total 

62.61 

63. 8X 

69. 2X 

67. 4X 

Very  annoyed 

22.2 

20.4 

29.3 

31.7 

Moderately  annoyed 

18.0 

19.9 

20.4 

20.6 

Little  arnoyed 

22.4 

23.5 

19.5 

15.1 

Startle:  Total 

27. 7X 

32.  7X 

31. 8X 

38. 7X 

Very  annoyed 

11.2 

10.7 

13.3 

16.6 

Moderately  annoyed 

8.5 

13.3 

11.4 

15.1 

Little  ennoyed 

8.0 

8.7 

7.1 

7.0 

Sleep:  Total 

12.41 

10.61 

15.  IX 

18. 5X 

Very  ennoyed 

6.3 

4.1 

8.5 

9.0 

Moderately  annoyed 

3.6 

4.1 

4.9 

8.5 

Little  annoyed 

2.5 

2  .' 

1.7 

1.0 

Rest:  Total 

11. 4X 

5.6X 

14. 4X 

20.  JX 

Very  annoyed 

6.5 

4.1 

8.9 

12.1 

Moderately  ennoyed 

3.5 

1.5 

3.8 

6.5 

Little  ennoyed 

1.4 

-- 

1.7 

2.0 

Conversation;  Total 

8.3X 

5. IX 

10. 4X 

8. OX 

Very  annoyed 

3.2 

3.1 

4.7 

3.5 

Moderately  annoyed 

2.7 

1.5 

3.5 

1.5 

Little  annoyed 

2.4 

.5 

2.2 

3  0 

Ratio  &  TV:  Total 

6.5X 

5. IX 

5.6X 

5.5X 

Very  annoyed 

2.2 

2.6 

2.4 

2.5 

Moderately  annoyed 

2.6 

2.0 

1.8 

1.5 

Little  annoyed 

1.7 

.5 

1.4 

1.5 

Intensity  of  annoyance :  The  Small  difference®  observed  in  Table  *1 
generally  disappear  vhen  s  aummary  of  ennoyemca  with  all  types  of  Inter¬ 
ference  Is  analysed.  Table  42  show*  that  the  penal  reported  less  serious 
annoyence  during  the  second  and  third  interviews.  Such  variability,  how¬ 
ever,  could  occur  by  chance  in  101  of  the  samples  and,  therefore,  i«  not 
considered  a  significant  difference. 

Table  42 


REPORTED  MORE  THAN  A  LITTLE  AUKOTAECE  tflHi  SOSIC  BOOMS 
BY  PANEL  AND  CONTROL  SAMPLES 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
April-July  1964 


Intensity 

of  Annoyance 

April  20-Jcre  14 

JutM®  15- July  25 

Panel 

Control 

Panel 

Control 

Dumber  of 

respondents 

1619 

197 

1521 

199 

More  than 

a  little 

40. 5X 

46.  5T 

51.  SX 

57. 81 

Little  or 

none 

59.5 

53.5 

43.7 

42.2 

Reports  of  dmage  by  pmtl  cad  control  scirples  of  respondents 
were  virtually  the  eases .  Table  43  presents  these  findings. 

Table  43 


RS PORTS  or  DftMGS  CAC3ED  87  SOHIC  BOOS® 
BY  PAK2L  AJE>  CONTROL  SAMPLES 

Okls&gM  City  Area 

April -July  1964 


April  20- June  14  June  15- July  25 


Panel 

Control 

Panel 

Control 

Number  of  Respondents 

1619 

197 

1521 

199 

Yes 

25.01 

24.51 

27.71 

28.11 

No 

75.0 

75.5 

72.3 

71.9 

4.  Report  of  Desires  to  Corplain  end  Actual  Cosplelnta  At  ■'■-it  Scr«lc 
Boom 


Mo  significant  differences  were  reported  by  penal  end  control 
sample®  with  respect  to  ccssplsint  activity.  Chi-square  testa  lcdicstad 
that  the  small  differences  shewn  in  Table  44  stay  be  due  to  eesspllng 
variability.  It  is  interesting,  however,  that  the  control  sessile  gener¬ 
ally  reports  a  slightly  higher  desire  to  ccesplain. 

Table  44 


REPORTED  DESIRES  TO  CGKPLAXH  A?®  ACTUAL  CCCtPLAIUTS 
ABOUT  some  ROOKS  BY  PANEL  AND  COJfTSOL  SAMPLES 

Oklah  City  Area 
April- July  1964 


April  20- July  14 

15- July  25 

Activity 

Panel 

Control 

Panel 

Control 

Busbar  of  Respondent  a 

1619 

197 

1521 

199 

Desiree  to  Complain: 

Write  or  telephone 

16.6% 

15.6% 

16.9% 

24.1% 

Sign  a  petition 

14.5 

16.3 

12.4 

17.1 

Visit  an  official 

8.5 

9.2 

8.9 

12.6 

Help  act  up  coeaittee 

7.2 

9.2 

7.2 

11.6 

Actual  Complaints: 

Write  or  telephone 

3.11 

5.6% 

2.7% 

6.5% 

Sign  a  petition 

.5 

1.5 

.3 

2.0 

Visit  an  official 

.6 

1.5 

.5 

.5 

Help  set  up  cemittee 

.3 

1.5 

.3 

— 

Suaainry  scale  of  deelra  to  certain:  Ho  significant,  difference  la 
ee*plaint  potential  was  reported  between  panel  and  control  rpspaodeats 
during  that  second  interview.  On  the  third  interview,  h weaver,  the  peosl 
respondents  did  hava  a  slightly  lower  ccrplaint  response  that  the  e*»£r@l 

group. 
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Table  45 

CCKFLAIS7T  POTENTIAL  PCJ  BCOJS:  PEU5CJIS  FELT  LK2  CCSIPlAIMIfSG 
IT  PA2SL  AND  CC?mOL  SAMPLES 

04  lahcRa  Clt?  Area 
April- July  1964 


Intensity  of 

April  20- June  14 

June 

15-July  25 

Coral eint  Potential 

Panel 

Control 

Panel 

Control 

Humber  of  Respondents 

1619 

197 

1521 

199 

Hone 

80.41 

81.61 

81.71 

73.61 

Some 

19.6 

18.3 

18.3 

26.2 

High 

10.3 

11.2 

10.2 

15.1 

Moderate 

9.3 

7.1 

8.1 

11.1 

5.  Long  Ben.se  Acceptability  of  Sonic  Bocras 

Only  mall  difference#  vere  reported  by  the  panel  and  control 
respondents  with  respect  to  their  projected  ability  to  see opt  ionic  bocas. 
Table  46  presents  these  comparisons. 

Table  46 


RIFORTED  ABILITY  TO  ACCEPT  EIGHT  BOC^S  PEE  MY 
PCI  All  INDEFINITE  FEU  I  CD  3Y  PAS3L  AKD  C0OTR0L  SAMPLES 

Ofclabssa  City  Ares 
April- July  1964 

April  20- June  14  Jtsae  15-July  25 


Ability  to  Accept  lows 

Control 

STtIiw 

Controf 

Ruaber  of  Respondents 

1619 

197 

1624 

199 

Very  likely 

63.91 

64.01 

66.41 

57.81 

Might 

18.8 

2?  a 

18.7 

25.1 

Couldn’t 

15.6 

8.6 

21.2 

16.1 

Don’t  know 

1.7 

3.5 

3.7 

1.0 

- 


6.  Other  Important  Variables 

Knowledge  of  sonic  boon  test:  While  a  lacs  t  equal  numbers  ©f 
respondents  asid  they  knew  tha  purposes  of  the  boca  (73Z  panel  end  70% 
control)  fever  panel ;  ©sobers  actually  gave  valid  reasons.  This  dis¬ 
crepancy  was  largely  due  to  the  belief  by  panel  members  that  the  b omm 
would  help  get  an  SSI  terminal  for  C&lehoaa  City. 

Feel  local  bcona  are  absolutely  necessary:  Both  panel  respondents 
end  control  respondents  almost  equally  felt  that  local  booms  were  neces¬ 
sary.  The  difference  between  tha  two  groups  w*a  only  about  4%,  Table 
47  presents  these  responses. 

Table  47 


REPOSTED  BELIE?  IN  ABSOLUTE  NECESSITY  OF  LOCAL  BOOKS 
BY  PAilEL  AT©  CXJTTitOL  SAMPLES 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
April- July  1964 


April  20- June  14  June  15- July  35 


Belief  in  Hecesaity 

Panel 

Control 

Pane  1 

Control 

Ntestoer  of  Respondents 

1619 

197 

1624 

199 

Tee 

jo.  n 

55.  IX 

44.8*1 

4i.  n 

Ho 

32.1 

25.5 

35.3 

43.7 

Don't  know 

17.4 

19.4 

19.9 

15.1 

Feel  residents  should  c egg  lata  if  ggBgggd:  No  significant  differ¬ 
ences  were  reported  by  pens!  and  control  .espendenta  with  respect  to 
their  beliefs  in  the  appropriateness  of  ccs-plainlng.  While  7TZ  of  the 
penal  felt  people  should  ccaplain  If  eaacyed,  73%  of  tha  control  Maple 
felt  this  way. 

Personal  chaxecteriatlca:  In  all  key  personal  characteristics,  tha 
panel  ersd  control  respondents  wera  alike.  In  the  case  of  Inc  esse,  t&a 
hlgtor  refusal  rata  by  control  respondent#  ©£±63  comparisons  on  separate 
lt«S5.3  difficult. 
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Tab la  43 


SELSCTSS  FESSCm  CEAHACTiaiSTICS 
IT  PAMEL  ASD  CC8TE0L  SAMPLES 


fhc±+r  of  Peapondenta 

Easily  Cuspoo i t ion : 
Adult*  only 
Children  under  6 
Children  over  6 

Site  of  Family: 

One  person 
TVo-three 
Four  or  more 

Age: 

Under  40 
40—  64 

65  or  more 
Mot  given 

Sex: 

Male 

Female 

Education: 

Elementary 
High  acbool 
College 
Mot  given 

Income: 

Under  $6,000 
$6,000-7,999 
$8,000-14,999 
$15,000  or  more 
Sot  given 


Gklehcrsa  City  Area 

April- July  1964 

Control 

Sarnie 

Panel 

April  20- June  14 

June  15-July  25 

1624 

197 

199 

48.  IT 

45.21 

52.71 

26.7 

29.4 

26.6 

25.2 

25.4 

20.7 

9.41 

8.11 

7.01 

50.8 

50.2 

52.3 

39.8 

41.7 

40.7 

37. 21 

38.11 

37.71 

43.5 

42.1 

42.7 

18.2 

14.2 

16. C 

1.1 

5.6 

3.0 

29.51 

31.01 

30.71 

70.5 

69.0 

69.3 

19.61 

14.71 

15.01 

51.6 

49.7 

50.3 

28.4 

33.5 

33.7 

.4 

2.1 

1.0 

49.31 

35.01 

32.21 

19.1 

22.8 

19.6 

18.7 

18.8 

29.7 

4.6 

6.1 

4.5 

8.3 

17.3 

14.0 

C.  Possible  Respondent  B1  SQ 


1.  Posalblo  Bia  gjfffl 

Effect  of  public  Information  programs:  The  public  icfercatica 

program  outlined  in  the  discussion  of  the  study  design  may  have  introduced 
a  number  of  possible  respondent  biases.  It  announced  the  true  purpose  of 
the  eonic  boons  as  a  test  of  ccrauuniey  acceptance  of  the  boons .  It  *t*n- 
tioned  that  the  Rational  Opinion  Research  Center  would  conduct  interviews 
evaluating  public  reactions  to  the  test.  It  premised  to  limit  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  the  bocs-3  to  a  six-eonth  period.  It  also  stated  that  the  future 
of  the  SST  development  program  would  be  strongly  Influenced  by  local  ac¬ 
ceptance  or  non-acceptance  of  the  boerjs.  Local  civic  leaders  end  nawa 
media  urged  public  acceptance  and  restraint  in  complaining  for  the  good 
of  aviation  developaeat  in  C&lahcma  City.  The  importance  of  local  avia¬ 
tion  industries  to  the  welfare  of  all  Oklahoma  City  residents  and  the 
widespread  cor sect ions  of  1-xal  residents  with  aviation  industries  were 
also  considered  as  sources  of  possible  respondent  bias. 

Effect  of  biases:  If  a  respondent  »sa  ©ware  that  the  sonic  booas 
ware  of  limited  duration  and  that  a  favorable  public  response  to  BtSIC'a 
questions  could  influence  the  govsrrsxcnt's  decision  to  go  ahead  with  the 
development  of  the  SST  and  thus  help  Chi  eh  err, a  City's  prosperity,  then, 
answers  to  HG&C  could  be  slanted  to  affect  such  an  administrative  deci¬ 
sion.  Sine®  such  biased  answers  would  invalidate  the  representativenes* 
of  tfc©  Oklahoma  City  findings,  the  interviews  included  a  series  cl  q- bas¬ 
tions  to  caesura  the  extent  of  tha  abovn  possible  Influences. 

2.  Extent  of  Preaence  of  Possible  Biases 


Parsons  feadLllar  with  public  information  ccspaigns  knew  that  it 
la  owb  thing  to  dissesinste  information  and  it  is  another  thing  to  r@®ch 
the  public  end  musk®  then  aware  of  your  »esaega.  Thsrafcre,  the  first  atop 
in  evaluating  the  possibility  of  biased  responses  is  to  datamlna  tha 
extant  to  which  people  wore  ©ware  of  tha  PAA  test,  progrsc*. 

[| 

Knowledge  of  the  WO&C  survey:  At  tha  very  end  of  the  first  Inter¬ 
view*  all  respondents  rare  asked,  ”Ey  the  way,  had  you  heard  anything 
about  this  survey  before  this  interview?"  Only  5%  or  142  respondents 
answered  "Yea".  The  probable  reason  for  this  very  assail  cwsracaaa  of 
IfORC'a  role  is  Chat  the  local  neve  media  never  meaticnad  SICSC  by  nswe  in 
local  releases.  The  only  public  mention  was  included  in  ea  PM  r®l@a*e 
handed  out  to  school  children.  Fortunately  this  mention  w®3  buried  in 
other  fflonic  bo-ra  information  and  was  rcsasrsshsred  by  vary  few  raapendets*** 
Therefore,  the  possibility  that  tha  study  was  greatly  biased  by  this  an¬ 
nouncement  can  b®  disc  ousted. 
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Asmara  of  purpose  of  fM  sonic  boca  test:  Toward  the  middle  of  the 
interview,  before  specific  questions  were  asked  about  reactions  to  the 
booms,  each  respondent  was  asked,  '’Do  you  happen  to  know  why  the  jets 
asking  boers  fly  around  here?*'  If  a  respondent  answered  in  the  affirmat¬ 
ive,  be  wan  also  asked,  "Why  is  thac?"  and  only  volunteered  reasons  ware 
recorded,  AlE.-c.3t  70%  said  tLwy  know  the  reasons  for  the  local  sonic 
boons ,  but  only  607,  gave  valid  answers  that  it  was  an  FAA-SST  sonic  boon 
teat.  An  additional  61  aald  the  bco&s  would  help  get  a  new  local  SST 
terminal.  While  thia  was  not  in  reality  a  valid  answer,  it  is  considered 
valid  within  the  eeepa  of  our  study  of  possible  biases,  because  of  the 
widespread  publicity  that  the  tests  would  help  Oklahoma  City  get  an  SST 
air  terminal.  Thus  a  total  of  66X  or  two- thirds  of  all  respondents  could 
be  considered  to  be  actually  aware  of  the  purposes  of  the  sonic  booms. 

Knowledge  of  als-aonth  duration  of  the  study:  Three  questions  fol¬ 
lowing  the  "awareness”  question,  all  respondents  were  also  asked,  "Do  you 
happen  to  know  hew  long  these  boosts  are  supposed  to  continue  altogether?" 
If  tb®  aoawer  was  yea,  they  were  also  asked,  "How  l^ng  is  that?"  About 
half  (47. 5Z)  said  they  knew  the  duration  of  the  tests,  but  only  37% 
further  volunteered  that  the  duration  was  els  months.  About  7X  said  it 
was  less  then  sis  months,  while  3 . 57.  said  It  was  more  than  six  months. 
Tbua,  almost  two-thirds  of  all  respondents  did  not  really  knew  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  the  teats;  over  half  had  no  idea  hov  long  the  boons  would  last. 

An  evaluation  of  the  significance  of  this  possible  bias  will  be  given  in 
answer a  to  other  questions  about  long-range  acceptance  of  booms.  These 
findings  will  be  presented  in  subsequent  sections. 

AvisCicn  corrections ;  On .3  of  *he  lest  question?  in  the  interview 
was,  "Bav«  you  or  your  family  aver  worked  for  the  Federal  Aviation  Agency 
or  any  civilian  aviation  coapany.”  If  the  answer  was  in  tba  af firsastive, 
the  respondent  wea  also  asked,  "Are  you  (they)  working  there  now?”  If 
the  answer  to  the  first  question  was  in  the  negative,  the  respondent  was 
asked,  ”2av*  yen  or  anyone  in  your  family  ever  worked  for  the  Air  Force 
or  any  eenspsay  that  does  ouch  of  its  business  with  the  aviation  Industry?” 
About  14%  said  they  had  t irect  ties  with  civil  aviation,  of  which  7X  war® 
current  tie®.  Another  1SX  said  they  hed  indirect  ties.  Thus  about  a 
third  of  all  respondents  reported  am*  connection  with  the  aviation  in¬ 
dustry. 

Belief  people  should  ce.*??laig  about  hooag  If  annoyed:  After  answer¬ 
ing  direct  questions  about  their  reactions  to  the  boons,  everyone  w-aa 
asked,  ”Do  yea  thick  people  around  here  should  ccrsplsin  about  these  boesa 
if  tit  ay  find  thea  annoying?”  The  number  of  respondents  who  believed 
people  should  ccspJela  increased  slightly  fresa  68%  on  the  first  interview 
to  71%  era  tba  third  sad  final  interview.  About  three- fourths  of  those 
who  believed  la  complaints  st  tbs  end  of  the  study  also  consistently 
believed  in  c@s$laint3  cn  the  beginning  interview.  Sines  one  of  the 
primary  goals  n f  this  study  Is  to  sessura  long-range  effects  of  boosts , 
tbs  views  of  respondents  at  the  end  of  th<*  study  ara  considered  most 
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i  tap  or  t  ant  on  the  issue  of  possible  bias  in  respcno®.  Consequently,  the 
views  reported  et  the  end  of  the  study  ere  included  in  further  eaalyses 
of  this  factor. 

Interrelations  of  possible  blanks:  Aviation  connect!  on  did  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  hove  any  effect  on  whether  or  not  people  felt  others  should  cos- 
plain  if  annoyed.  About  711  of  aviation  connected  and  non- aviation  con¬ 
nected  respondent*  felt  people  should  complain  if  annoyed.  Likewise , 
both  aviation  connected  end  non-aviation  connected  respondents,  if  they 
knew  the  purpoa-sa  of  the  boons,  also  a  Iso  at  equal ?y  fait  people  should 
complain  if  annoyed.  Surprisingly,  hewevsr,  both  aviation  connected  end 
non- aviation  connected  respondents.  If  they  were  net  aware  of  the  purpose 
of  the  booms,  leas  often  equally  felt  people  should  coaplain  if  annoyed. 
On  the  other  hand,  aviation  connected  respondents  core  often  were  aware 
of  the  purposes  of  the  bocras  (711  vs.  641) .  -Sicca  this  greater  owarenee® 
ha#  no  aignificant  effect  on  belief  in  hesest  respond  ant  aruwera,  i.a. 
complain  if  annoyed,  it  can  be  concluded  that  aviation  connection  and 
knowledge  of  the  purposes  of  the  boon  did  not  affect  belief  in  appropri¬ 
ateness  of  ccaplainC.  Table  49  presents  these  relationships. 

Table  49 


RELATICMSH2P  OF  POSSIBLE  RES FCSBSIT  BIASES 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  19fc4 


So. Respondents 

Believe  in 

ccsrplaint 

Do  not  believe 
in  complaint 
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Design  of  further  analysis  of  possible  blaa:  Since  aviation  con¬ 
nection  end  knowledge  of  purposes  of  bocssa  do  not  appear  to  effect  feel¬ 
ings  about  frank  responses  or  appropriateness  of  c  cusp  1  aint ,  ell  per  eons 
who  do  not  feel  people  should  ceaplain  will  be  combined  Into  one  analyt- 
lcal  category.  All  persons  who  ere  aware  of  the  purposes  of  the  boras 
and  report  avistica  connection®  vrlll  be  grouped  Into  e  second  category. 

In  c  Caspar!  a  c-a  all  persons  tware  of  the  purposes  of  the  boras  who  are  not 
aviation  connected  will  be  grouped  Into  a  third  category.  The  fourth 
category  will  consist  of  ell  persona  net  aware  of  the  purposes  of  the 
study  on  the  first  interview,  It  will  thus  be  possible  to  ccsspare  re¬ 
spondent  reacticca  to  bocas  with  respect  to  belief  in  complaint,  avla- 
tlon  c ran net ion  and  awareness  of  purposes  of  boras. 

3.  Effects  of  Possible  Biases  on  Sonic  Boca  Response 

Disbelief  in  the  appropriateness  for  people  to  voice  their 
honest  annoyance  rich  boras  definitely  appears  to  bias  respondent  reports 
of  their  own  reactions  to  sonic  boosts.  Reports  by  such  disbelievers  of 
their  own  reactions  wore  10-201  less  negative  then  reports  by  persons  who 
believed  people  should  craplain  if  annoyed.  Such  disbelievers  reported 
20X  leas  interference  end  annoyance,  10X  lesa  damage  and  10X  less  desire 
to  canplsln.  About  201  were  such  disbelievers  felt  local  boom  were 
absolutely  necessary  and  that  they  very  likely  ecu Id  accept  sight  boons 
a  day  Indefinitely,  these  disbelievers  were  wore  often  adults  without 
children,  over  65  years  of  age,  with  leas  edu^~  icn  end  lower  Inc  cnee, 
tables  67-73  present  total  responses  for  all  residents  including  believers 
end  disbeliever a. 

Aviation  connection  on  the  other  hand,  appears  to  have  no  signific¬ 
ant  affect  on  sonic  bora  reactions.  Awareness  of  purpose  of  sonic  boras 
also  haa  little  affect  on  respondent  reactions.  Ko  difference®  were  re¬ 
ported  on  eocunt  of  interference,  annoyance,  dimage  or  ccssplaint  behav¬ 
ior.  Only  in  long  resale  acceptance  of  the  boraa  and  in  related  feelings 
about  the  necessity  of  the  bocssa  were  respondents  who  were  not  aware  of 
the  purposes  of  the  boras  a  little  leaser  in  their  responses.  As  expected, 
the  uninformed  group  were  generally  older,  wore  often  women,  with  less 
education  and  lower  inc essss. 

a.  Rgnorta  of  Interference  with  Living  Activities  by  Sonic 
Doras 

Tret'S  of  inter  fareraa:  Respondents  who  believed  in  no 
conplalnt,  consistently  reported  abrat  1C%  less  interference  than  those 
who  believed  in  cos-plaints.  Caly  elaor  differences  were  reported  by 
these  who  believed  in  c explaining  bat  she  differed  with  respect  to  avia¬ 
tion  connection  or  awareness  of  purposes  of  boras*.  Table  50  presents 
these  findings. 


Table  SO 
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Scale  ef  interference:  The  aur-mary  scale  of  Interference  shown  in 
Table  '1  sharpens  further  the  above  differences.  While  those  who  be¬ 
lieved  in  complaints  reported  about  the  soae  interference,  those  who  did 
net  believe  in  complaints  reported  about  20%  less  Interference  on  the 
third  interview. 

b.  Kcpcrts  of  Axmoyt rges  b7  Scale  Booss 

Kinds  of  interference:  Persons  who  believed  in  c explain¬ 
ing  reported  about  the  seas  enaoyance.  This  was  generally  10-2(71  greater 
than  the  annoyance  reported  by  those  who  did  not  believe  in  complaints. 
Table  52  presents  these  comparisons. 


TabU  51 


REPORTED  AJC0TAI«CE  WITH  ZuMC  BOONS 
St  POSSIBLE  BUSES  IS  R23POHS2 
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ccaiinua  *11  — ff '  ,  *  *taEsary  of  annoyance,  which 

lat.rfcT.ac.  J5f  l '.ff.TTL. *  1UtU  *an°7'-~t  -‘th  «r  typ.  of 

of  rm^.  Zl  *  highlight,  th.  aloil.rlty 

true.  th.  *i!°  holtevcd  In  ctrsplalnta.  It  alao  eon- 

fra.  the.  «"u  no?  £iu2“*c£  “fcto^V  fIUv*d,1” 

Iho1fcHTO“irC*  *pr“,1“Jts3  25i  lo  th,  third  lnfc^i*  Wfc°th^ 
b*11*T“  ln  tcapl.lnt.  r.portl.3  th.  greater  annoy*,... 


TABLE  53 
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c.  Boorta  of  Dasisap.a  by  Scale  Bocsa 


Those  perocas  who  believed  in  complaining  whether  or  not 
the?  were  a viatica  connected  cr  knew  the  purposes  of  the  study  generally 
reported  about  the  a«®a  escunt  of  d ana  go  by  fcoccis.  Those  persons  vho 
did  not  believe  in  ccsplalnts  generally  reported  6-1CTI  less  desag®  than 
these  vho  believed  la  ccsplainte.  Tabla  54  presemta  these  data. 
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d.  Reports  of  Bee Iras  to  Complain  and  Actual  CcaplaiflEs 
About  Sonic  Jkxsa 


Pgjtlraa  tc  contain:  I'erjcn*  who  believed  other#  should 
ceplAio  if  annoyed  core  often  aleo  felt  like  ccsplainiog  themselves ; 
More  than  three  tiass  as  sany  believers  in  ecsyplaiwt  felt  like  writing 
or  cal  lias  an  official  than  nen-be  licvsrv:  in  complaint.  Avlet ion  ccn- 
•ectioa  end  awareness  of  purpose  of  boosts  had  very  little  effect  on  de¬ 
sires  to  crasplain.  Table  55  presents  these  data. 


TABLE  55 
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Actual  ccaolalcta:  Hie  pattern  of  actual  complaint  behavior  as 
shown  la  Table  56  is  the  saota  as  the  pattern  on  desires  to  complain. 
Those  who  believed  In  the  appropriateness  of  complaining  more  often 
actually  complained  themselves.  Aviation  connections  and  awareness 
of  purpose  of  boesa  had  liLtle  effect  on  complaint  behavior. 
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.  .  —  ■  <r _ of  desire  to  ccesglain*  _r  _ _  ,  ,  _ 

b^avlor  are  further  <ae¥h«alsed  by  the  euaiary  scale  shcvn  In  Table's*  ” 

f  cc^.rthS^.Tlth  b#1Uf  ln  h*d  -  “«ir. 
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••  1**^"  Acceptability  of  Scale  Beoaa 

Pcraeaa  who  did  not  be 1 lev®  in  ccrplainta  reported  a  be¬ 
lief  la  a  sigBlfieantly  higher  future  acceptance  of  boessa.  Aircraft 
comae  tleos  appeared  to  hsva  little  effect  on  long  range  acceptance  of 
horns.  Awcffetj-sss  cf  purpose  of  boom  ssczsd  to  result  in  a  slightly 
greater  acceptance  especially  ca  the  third  interview.  Table  58  presents 
these  rasp  cases. 


REPORTED  ABILIT?  TO  ACCEPT  EIGHT  BOOttS  PER  CAT  FOR  AH  INDEFINITE  PERIOD 

BY  POSSIBLE  BIASES  IN  RESPONSE 


-  H6 


f.  Other  Is^ortent  Variables 

feel  local  becaa  era  absolutely  accessary;  Proa  10-20% 
■ore  perse" 53  uh o  «*id  cot  believe  in  complaints  felt  local  boccta  were 
absolutely  necessary.  Aviation  ccranscticaa  eean&d  to  have  little  af¬ 
fect  on  belief  In  the  necessity  of  boeas,  but  persons  aware  of  the 
purposes  ef,  the  bona  store  often  believed  In  the  necessity  of  local 
bcoss.  Table  59  presents  these  findings. 
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...  I!*****  1  chaTcctaristlea:  These  who  vsre  awer®  of  the  minso^B 
ehMMtaHnH3SrilS3  °f  airlat:ica  cconacttcn,  had  the  s*a«  personal 

^J503®  did  DOt  balie’^  111  e«Pl«#.nt.  and  thoo®  not 

SSrjL.^  P«r?cs*3  «r«  ccrs  often  young  adulte  living  alcna,  with 

ca  cad  Icrsr  inccssa.  The  unaware  grasp  also  waa  more  often 
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Table  60 


SELECTED  PERSOKA..  CHARACTERISTICS 
BT  POSSIBLE  BIASES  111  RESPONSE 

Oklahoma  Cl 'ey  Aron 
February-  July  1964 


_ Ccasplaint 

Aw.? re  Purpose 


No 

Aviation 

Bo 

Aviation 

Not 

Awsre 

i 

Complaint 

Ccmnsc  t  i  on 

Connection 

Purpose 

Number  Respondent# 

819 

470 

914 

649 

Foully  Composition 

Adulca  only 

54.21 

41.  IX 

42. 2X 

62.  OX 

Children  over  6 

25.3 

28.1 

26.9 

24.7 

Children  under  6 

20.5 

30.8 

30.9 

23.3 

Size  of  Family 

One  person 

11. 6X 

6.8X 

6.3X 

12. 9X 

Two-three 

51.4 

47.9 

49.1 

49.2 

Four  or  ciore 

38.0 

45.3 

44.6 

37.9 

Age 

Under  40 

30. 4X 

41. 9X 

43. 4X 

35. 4X 

40-64 

42.9 

44.6 

41.6 

35.9 

65  or  more 

26.3 

12.6 

14.1 

27.9 

Hot  given 

.4 

.9 

.9 

.8 

Sen 

Male 

33.31 

3fe.CZ 

30. 9X 

22. 2X 

Female 

66.7 

64. C 

69.1 

77.8 

Education 

Elementary 

27. 5X 

18.  IX 

13. 9X 

31.81 

High  school 

49.6 

54.2 

53.7 

53.8 

College 

22.6 

27.7 

32.0 

13.8 

Not  given 

.3 

.4 

.6 

Income 

Under  $6000 

58.CTI 

46. 6X 

46. OX 

64. OX 

$6000-7999 

16.7 

23.6 

20.8 

14.6 

$8000-14939 

13.9 

23.4 

20.8 

12.4 

$15,000  or  more 

3.4 

1.7 

6.0 

2.0 

Hot  given 

8.0 

4.7 

6.4 

7.0 

B.  Piece  of  Work  and  Place  of  Residence 


Sam?  daslm:  The  household  interview  a a  ssp  1  e  was  selected  on  the 
beets  of  tha  respondent'#  residence.  A *  discussed  in  Che  Introduction, 
the  distance  frera  each  residence  to  the  ground  track  of  the  sonic  boom 
flight  tass  determined  end  all  residences  were  stratified  into  three  area 
distance  groups,  els.  0-8  miles,  8-12  miles  end  12-16  miles  frees  ground 
track.  As  Table  1  shotmd,  the  intensity  of  the  boos  generally  decreased 
as  the  distance  frees  ground  track  increased.  Persons  experiencing  these 
different  boca  intensities  c«n  be  compared  for  possible  differences  in 
bom  reactions.  A  confounding  factor,  however,  in  such  comparisons  is 
the  possible  difference  la  a  person's  naidsnea  and  place  of  work.  If 
they  era  different,  the*.,  the  intensity  of  boons  experienced  at  work  end 
at  hone  will  be  different  and  overall  reactions  to  tbs  b coses  may  be 
■fixed  reset  Ions. 

Cosspaglaca  of  piece  of  work  end  place  of  residence:  About  901  of 
the  residents  living  0-8  ailes  fren  ground  track  also  work  0-8  miles 
from  ground  track.  Thus,  with  only  10%  working  in  a  different  distance 
area,  only  a  minor  effect  la  possible  on  total  responses  of  the  0-8  mile 
group. 


In  the  middle  distance  area  <8-12  miles),  however,  only  54%  work  and 
litre  In  the  sne  distance  area,  and  in  the  far  .At  distance  group  (12- 
16  miles)  701  work  and  live  in  the  ams®  distance  areas.  Table  61  shows 
these  work  res i. dance  cce?p*rlaons. 


REPORTED  PI-ACE  OF  WORK  AND  RESIDENCE  0?  RESPONDENTS 
BY  BELIEF  IN  APPROPRIATENESS  OF  COMPLAINT 
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Analysis  plm:  Rea pendant a  who  believed  people  should  not  complain 
a  van  if  annoyed,  beva  b®an  ah  cam  to  be  biased  In  their  own  reports  of 
sonic  boos  reactions.  Ibis  section  of  the  report  which  will  evaluate 
the  effects  of  wf-nad  place  of  work  end  residence  on  sonic  boon  reactions, 
therefore,  will  exclude  those  biased  respondents.  Likewise,  responses 
in  only  the  niddle  end  distent  areas  will  be  reviewed,  since  practically 
ell  residents  in  the  close  sreca  also  work  In  their  close  areas. 

The  following  comparisons  shew  that  the  pure  situations,  i.s.  re¬ 
spondents  live  and  work  in  the  some  distance  area,  gave  the  aost  clear- 
cut  distance  trend.  The  reactions  of  residents  who  lived  end  worked  in 
the  s«  area  were  generally  less  intense  then  the  totals  for  their 
group  se  a  whole  which  included  respondents  with  work  situations  in 
closer  areas.  This  was  true  for  reports  of  interference  end  annoyance, 
but  not  as  evident  is  other  sonic  boon  reactions. 

1.  ftonort*  of  Interference  with  Living  Activities 

The  "pure"  8-12  wile  respondent  group  reported  2 -41  less  inter¬ 
ference  than  the  total  niddle  distance  respondent  group,  rhe  group  work¬ 
ing  In  the  close  area  consistently  reported  sore  Interference.  Likewise 
the  "pure”  12-16  aile  respondent  group  reported  3-41  1 ?e®  interference 
then  tbs  total  distant  group.  Table  62  presents  these  comparisons. 
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**•  "P«ro"  aiddla  distance  area  respondents  reported  also. it 
*X  1®®S  KSS?KC8  thsa  th®  total  for  the  entire  group.  The  "pure"  distant 
area  respondeat a  reported  almost  5Z  leas  annoyance  than  the  total  for  the 
die  teat  grcatp.  Tabic  M  presents  these  cccparieona . 
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Practically  no  differences  were  reported  by  nixed  ®sd  "pure" 
d  latere  a  rcspca.£ra2:o  vlth  respect  to  alleged  dcafiga  by  scale  boras. 
Bsla  v&s  as  espseted  aleca  dsssgo  vsa  defined  la  terra  of  effects  cm 
reside  sea  oaly.  Table  64  presents  these  date. 


Cgg^lalat  Potential  -  Personas  Pelt  Lika  Ccealainln? 

Very  little  difference  was  reported  by  *’pure;'  ead 
tesse  twpeadsata  with  respect  to  thair  desires  to  cccplaia. 
presents  fclscsa  respcas&s* 


mixed  dis- 
Table  65 


COMPLAINT  POTENTIAL  FOR  BOONS:  PERSONS  FELT  LIKE  COMPLAINING 
BY  RESPCSfCENT* S  PLACE  (X  WORK  AND  RESIDENCE 


o 

u 

< 

& 

•94 

o 


JC 

0 

9-4 

Q 


3 

O' 


o 

>s 

Wi 

r 

3 

V- 

JO 

« 

Du 


X 

M 

U 

H  O 
i  3t 
CM 


•  99  • 

a  cs 

•*>  .  . 


o  o 


cm  O  O 


On 

r*- 


o  o 


ft*  . 

CD  CM* 

4  m  •}] 

CM  ^ 


o 


l-l 

*44 

^4 

i 

f 

.-4 

1 

o 

• 

u 

e 

• 

u 

vO 

9-4 

K 

vO 

r> 

e-< 

g 

CM 

oi  O 

g  <»» 

• 

0 

1 

m> 

• 

« 

• 

• 

• 

» 

•  • 

n 

•  * 

■a 

^4 

CM 

CM 

e-> 

<© 

«n 

CM 

O' 

o 

md 

H 

Ch  o 

■w 

CL 

9-4 

CM 

e* 

CM 

CD 

CM 

cc  H 

■ 

• 

at. 

ft* 

ft*  1 

m 

H 

O' 

|co 

M> 

*r> 

©  eg 

4J 

ft- 

• 

• 

• 

WD 

• 

9 

•  • 

CD 

« 

1  o 

CM 

< 

m 

CM 

CM 

CO 

0"< 

O  H5 

O 

<7*  H 

H 

fO 

o 

cn 

cc 

— C 

r» 

CO  9-4 

«  o 
•  • 
fO  N 


trt  ia 
•  • 


o 

j 

9* 

ft* 

9-4 

<o 

<9101 

CM 

>9 

o 

cn 

tn 

9-4 

Cv 

CM 

ftu. 

1 

00 

• 

-i  ♦ 

• 

ao 

• 

. 

• 

• 

V0 

• 

• 

• 

CM 

<r 

9-4 

COi  4ft 

4 

'O 

C0 

ao 

Mf 

<o 

ro 

L-l  (O 

0 

94 

a* 

i 

40 

— 1 

M 

0 

r4 

£ 

Jrf 

u 

co 

g 

©(.» 

CO 

g 

© 

9* 

n 

9-4 

CM 

o 

t 

%r\ 

4 

*  • 

• 

•9 

• 

t. 

• 

• 

<n 

• 

«| 

• 

• 

9-4 

o 

r> 

NO 

<rjf» 

M3 

e*> 

CM 

oo 

o 

r^. 

CM 

o 

<y*. 

CM 

• 

CM 

00 

«->l 

N 

00 

9-4 

CM 

ao 

9-4 j 

9-4 

co 

*44 

o 

0 

o 

0 

CM 

If 

. 

ft* 

! 

H 

C 

a 

9-4 

© 

O 

n 

‘H 

!  • 

oo 

9-4 

O' 

o 

OH 

0 

0 

1 

9-4 

• 

*1  • 

* 

9-4 

• 

* 

[  • 

• 

9-4 

• 

a 

• 

• 

-o 

9-4 

CO 

vCjft- 

co 

»A 

CM 

1  94 

M3 

cn 

CM 

o 

-94 

a- 

ao 

9-W 

cn 

CD 

H 

1  o~4 

n 

CD 

9** 

j  9-4 

cs 


f>« «  ^ 

•  •  •  • 

«n  «n  <»-  «*■-  ft- 

<o  oo  9-i 


t* 


<-> 

«n 


f^l 

gd 

CM 

CO 

• 

o 

•  H 

• 

• 

ft- 

o 

9-4  CW 

9-4 

ft- 

CO  H< 

94 

c 

« 


<M  O 

o 

>s  ii 
4*  C 


o 

•  ■ 

43 

c 


4 

c 

tn 


a. 

** 

o 

n 

« 


H  U 

« s 

I  T3 

s  g 

>.  CL 

«-  • 


41 


JS  9 


>  O 

Li 

9  Li 
m  • T3  4i  « 
•  0  *•«  O  C  -£S 

g|SS  M  " 

22  05 


«-  e 

— •  CL 
-l.  0 

■0  0 

•  2  * 

41  0  <M 

0  «4  O 

W  > 

J5  9  Li  Li 


>■3 
m  -94  o 

g  =s  s: 

ca 


u 

9 

t3 


41 

C 


r3 

u 


JC 

na 

•9-4 

v£ 


C: 


sfcS' 


H&derac* 


-  100  - 


tO  BC3lC  bOGffi*  Ct55!3rCEtlv  KjiH  1IM. 

ot  l«=3  acceptability  Vf  !!'  f 

JltotetfadM,  reports  eW  tL  u  .IUiL,,^  Jff*L 
boma.  table  66  present*  tfces®  data.  wmingn©®*  to  liv®  ulth  the 


-  101  - 


© 

• 

cc 

1 

c 

) 

o 

> 

Sf 

•  •  •  • 

«  N  W  H 
rs  «-4 

76 

Jo  r*  so  f- 
•  •  •  . 

H  Cl  ft  CM 

«  N  H 

•  •  • 

<OC4  H 

M 

X 

Jl 

<C  h 
M  C 

£  <N 

l  rH 
►  * 

1 

1 

n 

6  o 
•  « 

*n 

6  O  O 

w* 

CM 

goo 

i  3 

CM 

M  VU 

:  C3 

CM 

IN  CO  1  1 

r»  cm 

CM 

'C  M3  O  eo 

H 

•  •  • 
©O  NO 
M3  CM  *-*# 

O 

• 

u  « 
c  u 
«  a 

vO 

0-4 

I 

•»«on 
•  •  •  • 

H 

SO  CM  -4  -9 

H 

n© 

T3  —• 

•»<  eu 

« 

« 

CM 

*-« 

CM 

CM 

N  M  ^  H 

00  *-t 

CM 

CM 

«  a  co  n 

M3  h 

«<♦ 

CM 

CM 

•  •  •  • 
M)C>Nh 

<0  lM  r4 

oc 

Total 

328 

H 

©  «  4  <M 
•  •  •  • 
O^nn 

00  H 

326 

H 

4  n  « 

*  •  •  • 

325 

K  ffl  HIM 

•  t  •  • 

«n  o 
o  *-•  *-* 

* 

« 

H 

• 

CM 

5 

O  CO  IN 
•  •  • 
f'-  ®  M?  1 
|M»  ft 

00 

H 

Cl  B  9J  iM 

•  •  t  • 

co  o  eo  in 
tn  cm  *-m 

4 

53.2% 

21.3 

25.5 

ft 

X 

Jt 
IN  U 

— •  o 

I  3 
CO 

■M 

co 

i 

o 

235 

K 

»A  o-4  r- 

•  •  •  • 

4  Q  in  h 

N  r*-4 

m 

CM 

K 

00  00  ft  c-» 

•  •  •  • 

CO  Cl  4  H 

•O  ft  ft 

i-4 

r» 

CM 

4  »  BO* 
.... 
Hpi  N 

MO  H  ft 

•  o 

o 

c  •  < 

•  U  1 

•a  « 

I 

CM 

o* 

OHO® 

•  •  •  • 

f>4 

K 

-4  r-  r~-  cm 

K 

Ml  N  N  M3 

*— <  c 
«  Cu 
«l 

JD 

m 

n 

n  in  co  m 

N  H 

*n 

cn 

4M1M 

s 

•  •  •  • 

N  C'  N 

nn  h  w 

oV  H  M 
«n  •  •  •  . 

c">  O  rv  n 
«©  r-  h 


r-> 


»■* 

o  n  i r>  e> 
•  •  •  • 
r*^  *n  —4 
H  r4 


k-  o  o 

CM  .  •  • 

M  03  &*  •«• 

fcT*  *~»  CM 


U 

u 

< 

o 


XI 

< 


I 

<n 

SI  5 


y 

c 

© 

T3 

S 

CL 


> 

u 

m 

u 

c 


•u 

© 

v- 

■w 


U4 

o 


© 

XI 


•  3 

-X  u  e 
-  .X 

—*  s 

u  -3  u 

SSJ=  r-4  • 

hi  tti  p  c 
s  n  s  fi 

>  X  U  Q 


MT> 

I 

© 

IN 


» 

e 

> 

U 

« 


o 

© 

cc 


c 

© 

Tf 

§ 

ft. 

© 

© 

a* 


y* 

© 

J3 


>* 

Jtf 


>sJZ 

U  0tf 

>  5 


«  C 
-  -tf 
c 

•©  u 

««“4  w 

i  8 

u  a 


« 

§ 

t 

u 

m 

*j 

c 


T3 

u 


■53 

8 

Ou 

© 

© 

© 

o 

u 

m 

■ft 


© 


«?v» 

y  tg 

©  ~<j 

>  s 


«  cs 

-  M 
C 

T3  y 

0-4  m. 

8  9 

u  a 


III.  PIHD1BGS 


A.  Eggorts  h-»  fH-t.-mce  Groin 

1.  Analysis  Plrm 

Prbso-Eural  g.r-d  Pace-to-F yea  ^3 .  Telephone  interviews :  Ths 

previous  section  sheered  that  urban  ead  rural  and  telephone  end  face  -to- 
fee*  respondents  did  not  differ  in  thsir  reactions  to  sonic  boc-M .  These 
groups  of  respondents,  therefore,  will  be  ccsbined  in  all  subsequent 
reports  of  findings. 

Aviation  connection  and  jgg&geoess  of  purpose  of  study;  Likewise, 
it  was  shown  in  the  previous  section  that  aviation  connection  and  aware¬ 
ness  of  the  purpose  of  the  sonic  boons  did  not  greatly  affect  reactions 
tc  sonic  boons .  Consequently,  these  possible  sources  of  bias  can  be  die- 
counted  and  these  respondents  can  also  be  combined  in  the  analysis. 

Validity  of  response;  Belief  in  the  appropriateness  of  complaining 
about  boosa  if  they  are  annoying,  however,  was  found  to  be  a  potential 
source  of  serious  bias.  Those  who  did  not  believe  people  should  tell  the 
interviewer  of  their  annoyance  even  if  they  were  annoyed  consistently 
understated  by  1C-20Z  their  own  reactions  to  the  booms.  To  be  conserva¬ 
tive  in  our  findings,  it  was  decided  to  exclude  the^s  questionable  and 
possibly  biased  respondents  from  the  subsequent  rar.in  analyses.  Major 
findings  will  be  based  solely  on  those  respondents  who  felt  people  should 
express  their  honest  reactions  and  complain  if  annoyed. 

Weighted  total:  The  design  of  the  survey  sample  purposely  included 
proportionately  more  middle  distance  and  far  distance  respondents  than 
their  numbers  warranted,  ao  that  an  optisara  number  of  these  groups  could 
be  included  in  the  detailed  analyses.  In  presenting  major  findings  of 
overall  totals  for  the  Oklahoma  City  Ares,  however,  a  weighted  total  roust 
be  used.  This  will  give  proper  proportionate  weight  to  each  distance 
gry~jp .  These  weights  art  .75  for  the  0-8  mile  group,  .20  for  the  8-12 
mile  group,  and  .05  for  the  12-16  idle  group. 

Correction  for  mimed  pLsce  of  work  and  residence:  Practically  all 
of  the  close  residents  live  and  work  in  the  seme  0-3  mile  son®.  But  only 
54S  of  the  middle  distance  acd  70%  of  the  far  distance  respondents  also 
work  in  thsir  residential  distance  areas.  The  previous  section  showed 
that  those  who  worked  and  lived  in  the  a-sos  distance  ares  receiving  a 
uaifora  intensity  of  the  sonic  boess,  provided  the  most  clear  cut  com¬ 
parisons  of  reactions  to  the  sonic  fcecra .  Although  the  differences  in 
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response  were  not  great,  they  did  have  a  significant  effect  in  eceae 
cooper i aoo.3 .  It  was  decided,  therefore,  to  include  ail  respondents  la 
the  calculation  of  overall  Oklahoma  City  totals,  but  to  include  only 
those  residents  in  the*  middle  distance  group  who  also  work  in  the  8-12 
mile  zone .  la  the  case  of  the  far  distance  sons,  fewer  respondents  had 
Mixed  experiences  and  their  exclusion  would  leave  only  226  respondents  j 
ia  the  reporting  sample.  Io  the  more  detailed  analyses,  where  &  number 
of  sub-groups  are  involved,  226  respondents  may  prove  too  small  a  group. 

It  was  decided,  therefore,  to  include  all  distant  respondents  ia  the 
analyses  of  the  12-16  mile  group.  In  any  etnanfc,  the  correction  for  the 
Mixed  sonic  booa  experiences  in  the  middle  distance  area  will  only  change 
findings  by  a  few  percentage  point*  in  the  major  tables.  It  will,  how¬ 
ever,  more  validly  represent  resident  reactions  to  uniform  exposures  of 
different  sonic  booa  intensities. 

The  overall  effect  of  the  decision  to  exclude  frcaa  the  detailed 
analysis  all  persons  who  did  not  believe  others  should  ccssplain  even  if 
annoyed  i*  to  increase  total  negative  sonic  bcoa  reactions  by  2-5%.  W»ile 
trt.*3  effect  is  not  great,  the  exclusion  is  consistent  with  the  objectivity 
of  a  scientific  titudy.  To  demonstrate  the  minor  effects  of  this  dec ic ion. 
Tables  67-72  are  presented  for  the  major  sonic  boom  response®.  Subsequent 
tables  exclude  tne  potentially  biased  respondents  who  do  not  believe  peo¬ 
ple  should  c explain. 

2.  Reports  of  Overall  Likes  and  Dislik.-s 

Ge ne r h  1  c o a t ■ tret :  The  introduction  described  the  tray  the  study 
wan  presented  to  respondents  as  a  general  coma-unity  study.  The  first 
six  questions  of  the  face -to- face  interview  nrsrs  open  inquiries  about 
likes  and  dislikes  about  local  living  conditions.  Ho  specific  typv  of 
local  condition  win  mentioned  by  the  interviewer  in  any  of  these  intro¬ 
ductory  questions.  Only  spontaneous  enwsts  about  local  problem-* 
volunteered  by  respondents  were  recorded.  Ceasequcrtly,  those  problem? 
which  are  cost  often  leant  ionad  by  respondents  on  their  own  accord  can 
be  ctm-Hered  cost  important,  and  a  general  rank  ordering  of  local 
probltsw  can  be  obtained. 

Oyer.qll  rating  of  a  g.  tig  fact  Ion  wj^h__area:  In  general,  local  resi¬ 
dents  were  very  satisfied  with  living  conditions  iu  their  areas,  tfcner  BOX 
rated  their  areas  as  an  excellent  cr  good  place  to  live.  Tbs  ssaller 
suburban  ceeminities  12-16  miles  fresa  gro'md  track  were  the  stoat  satisfied, 
with  almost  9 OX  giving  an  excellent  or  good  overall  rating.  Table  73 
present*  these  findings. 


Another  measure  of  the  overall  satisfaction  with  tb»  area  tfs.s  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  third  question  in  the  ictcrvic-v.  All  respondents  wura 
ashed,  "lew  very  few  places  ara  entirely  perfect .  So  I’d  like  you  to 
tell  ®e  if  there  are  many  things,  a  ftw  things,  or  hardly  anyth log  you 
dial  t«  about  living  around  here?"  Less  t«ar*  U%  said  "easy  thing,.”; 


Table  67 
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&iuiher  respontirnts  2840  81l  2U26  1459  414  1045  876  230  646  505  170  335 
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TABLE  73 


REPORTED  OVERALL  RATI  MG  OP  SATISFACTION  i/IIH  LIVING  CONDITIONS 
IT  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Otlanoaa  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Miles  from 
Ground  Track 


Rating 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

643 

337 

Excellent 

46.  n 

47.4*. 

42.97. 

49. Ot 

Good 

37.0 

34.0 

40.7 

39.4 

Fair 

13.9 

15.6 

13.3 

10. 1 

Poor 

2.7 

3.0 

2.8 

1.5 

Don’t  know 

.  A 

. 

.3 

- 

28X  said  hardly  anything,  and  b7l  said  they  disliked  only  a  few  things. 
Surprisingly,  the  ■oat  distant  areas  (12-K>  nlles)  reported  wore  few 
dislikes  and  less  dislike  of  hardly  anything  than  the  other  distance 
areas.  Table  74  presents  these  findings. 
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Table  74 


REPORTED  NUMBER  OF  DISLIKES  WITH  LIVING  CONDITIONS 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 


Ok lahona  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Miles  From  Ground  Tr«ok 


Number  Dislikes 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-  16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

Many 

3.5X 

3.5X 

4. OX 

2.  7X 

Few 

66.9 

57.6 

76.1 

78.0 

Hardly  anything 

2  7.8 

37.0 

18.2 

17.5 

Don’t  know 

1.8 

1.9 

1.  7 

1.8 

Kind  of  dislike?:  After  volunteering  the  number  of  dislikes,  re¬ 
spondents  were  asked  to  nase  the  kinds  of  things  disliked.  Tie  inadequacy 
of  reads  topped  the  list  of  dislikes,  with  18X  of  the  responses,  but 
sonic  boons  were  close  behind  with  15. 3i  voluntary  mentions .  Third 
Most  frequently  mentioned  by  15.  IX  were  inadequate  ccraunity  facilities, 
and  almost  tied  for  fourth  place  we.u  traffic  dangers  and  bad  physical 
aspects  such  as  high  winds  and  humidity  with  13%  of  the  responses.  Poor 
social  relations  was  sixth  in  importance  snd  received  12Z  of  the  answers . 

It  it  interesting  to  note  that  the  closest  areas  chose  sonic  boons 
as  the  mitdber  one  dislike,  while  in  the  most  distant  areas  sonic  boos* 
were  only  the  eighth  roi t  frequently  .aentioned  dislike.  Table  75 
presents  these  ana*-  ' rs  . 

Major  dislikes:  Everyone  waa  also  asked,  “New  of  all  the  things  you 
don’t  like  --  things  you  easy  feel  are  nuisances ,  irritations,  disturb* 
antes  or  bothersome  conditions,  which  one  thing  do  you  dislike  west?” 
Traffic  dangers ,  mentioned  by  12. 4X  of  all  respondents,  leads  the  list 
of  dislikes.  Cloae  behind,  however,  were  sonic  booms  reported  by  ITT 
of  all  persons .  Poor  roads  and  transportation  fact  1 ities  was  third 
In  importance,  being  aentioned  by  8 .6X  of  all  respondents . 


** 
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Table  75 


VOLUNTARY  REPORTS  OF  DISLIKES  ABOUT  LIVING  CONDITIONS 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

OR 1 ah on a  City  Area 
February* July  1964 


Miles  Fro®  Ground  Track 


Kind  of  Dislike* 

Total 

0-8 

,8-12 

12  -  lj&|. ' 

Number  of  Respondent s** 

1514 

546 

637 

r 

331 

Roads  'nadequate 

18. 17 

15.67 

18.77 

21.17 

Sonic  boons 

15.3 

18.5 

16.8 

7.3 

Community  facilities 

15.1 

12.5 

15.2 

19.0 

Physical  aspects 

13.4 

12.5 

13.3 

15.1 

Traffic  dangers 

13.1 

11.2 

14.3 

13.9 

Social  relations 

12.2 

12.3 

14.0 

8.8 

Economic  problems 

9.0 

8.8 

9  7 

8.2 

Doga  and  animals 

8.9 

9.9 

7.8 

9.1 

Poor  appearance 

6.9 

7.9 

7.5 

3.9  * 

Location  poor 

6.4 

7.0 

5.5 

7.3 

Other  dangerous  conditions 

6.3 

5.9 

6.9 

6.0 

Other  noises 

5.2 

4.9 

5.8 

4.5 

Government  poor 

4.4 

4.6 

4.9 

3 .  Oi 

Sewerage  poor 

4.6 

3.3 

6.1 

3.9  1  , 

Traffic  poises 

4.2 

4.4 

4.9 

2.7 

Area  congested 

3.5 

3.7 

2.8 

4.5 

Schools  poor 

3.3 

3.5 

2.4 

4.8 

Zoning  poor 

2.9 

4.8 

2.2 

1.2 

Medical  facilities 

2.5 

2.6 

2.0 

3.3 

Transportation  facilities 

2.8 

3.1 

3.1 

1.5 

Jet  planes 

1.8 

1.8 

2.4 

.6 

Mi  seel laneous 

1.9 

1.9 

2.3 

1.2 

No  dislikes 

13.3 

12.6 

13.5 

13.9 

*  Percentages  add  to  eaore  than 

1007.  because 

sore 

than  one 

answer  was 

given. 

**  This  question  asked  only  of  face  to  face  respondents. 
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In  the  clooe,  0-8  alle  group,  tonic  boou*«»  wtrc  aost  frequently 
lifted  at  the  raost  dltliked  local  probleta,  with  13. 91  of  all  persons 
making  this  selection.  In  the  most  distent  areas,  only  5.6*,  mentioned 
tonic  boons . 

Over  one-third  of  ell  respondents  (698)  refused  to  stake  any  choice 
but  said  there  was  really  nothing  they  disliked  that  mtich.  If  only  the 
1335  persons  who  snentloned  a  major  dislike  are  considered,  then  the  244 
■entlor.s  of  sonic  boos  dislikes  represents  18. 3Z  of  dislikes  mentioned. 
Table  76  presents  these  findings. 


Table  76 


REPORTED  MA  JOR  DISLIKES  BY  RESPONDENTS 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUTfD  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Miles  frera  Ground  Track 


Major  Dislike 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

Traffic  dangers 

12.41 

11.41 

13. 3X 

14.21 

Sonic  booms 

12.0 

13.9 

12.2 

5.6 

Transportation,  roads  poor 

8.6 

7.4 

8.2 

12.8 

Cowwunity  facilities  poor 

6.7 

4.5 

8.6 

9.8 

Social  relations 

6.1 

7.7 

5.6 

2.1 

Hole  e 

3.3 

4.0 

2.7 

2.4 

Other  dangers 

2.7 

2.1 

4.2 

1.8 

Dogs 

2.3 

1.4 

3.9 

2.1 

Economic  problems 

1.8 

1.1 

2.3 

3.0 

Zoning  problems 

1.5 

1.9 

1.2 

.6 

Area  congested 

1.4 

1.6 

1.2 

.9 

Government  poor 

1.4 

1.1 

2.0 

.9 

Schools  poor 

1.3 

1.4 

.2 

3.0 

Location  poor 

1.1 

.9 

.8 

2.4 

Taxes  too  high 

1.0 

.8 

1.2 

1.2 

Unsightly  neighborhood 

.9 

1.2 

.3 

.9 

Mi  seel  1  er.cojs 

1.7 

1.7 

2.2 

1.2 

Nothing  disliked 

31.8 

33.1 

29.3 

32.3 

Don't  knot#,  vague 

2.0 

2.0 

1.4 

2.8 
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Overall  noise  rgtlr.gr  In  introducing  th*  problem  of  sonic  booraa, 
ereryone  was  asked  first  t  rata  the  overall  noise  level  in  his  area. 

In  general  most  people  felt  their  area  was  quiet,  with  only  18.8% 
reporting  their  area  as  noisy.  The  closest  areas  were  more  frequently 
Judged  noisy,  wfclle  the  aoet  distant  areas  more  often  were  described  as 
quiet.  Table  77  presents  these  ratings. 


Table  77 


REPORTED  OVERALL  NOISE  RATING 
1?  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City 

Area 

February- July 

1964 

Miles 

from  Ground 

Track 

Noise  Rating 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

Very  noisy 

Fairly  noisy 

3.9% 

14.9 

4.7% 

16.6 

3.17. 

14.5 

3.0% 
10. 1 

Fairly  quiet 

55.2 

53.6 

56.8 

57.3 

Very  quiet 

25.3 

24.0 

25.2 

29.6 

Don't  knew 

.7 

1.1 

.  u 

** 

Riada  of  OOltgs  Jiee^:  Following  the  overall  noise  rating,  every 
one  was  asked  what  kinds  of  noise  they  sossetimes  heard  around  tneir 
areas  Almost  everyone  (99%)  mentioned  sonic  bocss,  74%  reported  cars 
and  trucks,  70%  ordinary  airplane  noise,  and  40%  noise  frow  neighbors 
and  children.  Ter/  little  difference  was  reported  by  the  different 
distance  groups. 
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Table  78 


RE  PCX  TED  KINDS  OF  NOISES  HEARD 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Miles 

froa  Ground 

Track 

Noises  Heard 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Sonic  Boom 

98.91 

98.61 

99.31 

99.41 

Cars  and  trucks 

74.0 

73.7 

73.6 

76.0 

Ordinary  planes 

69.8 

69.0 

73.9 

64.7 

Neighbors  and  children 

38.7 

39.0 

40.8 

40.0 

Ho  lac  frvoidftblj*.:  As  vill  be  discusred  later,  the  belie  f  that 
noise  can  be  avoided  generally  increases  annoyance  with  noise.  As  part 
of  the  general  series  of  noise  questions,  each  person  was  asked  to 
Judge  for  each  noise  heard  whether  the  noise  could  be  reduced.  Host 
ncople  had  feelings  of  futility  about  ail  noises.  Only  251  felt  sonic 
uoota  could  be  reduced,  1 9Ti  felt  car  noise  could  be  reduced,  and  about 
5X  felt  airplane  and  human  noise  could  be  louvered.  Persons  in  the  close 
and  Middle  distance  areas  were  usually  a  little  sore  optimistic  about 
reducing  noise. 
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Tail#  79 


REPORTED  BELIE?  IN  ABILITY  TO  REDUCE  NOISES 
BY  DISTANCE  PROM  GROUND  TRAC': 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- Jul y  1964 


Belief  Miles  from  Ground  Track 


Noise  Can  Be  Reduced 

Total 

6-8 

8- 

12 

12- 

16 

No. 

I 

No.  I 

No. 

I 

No. 

1 

Sonic  Booms 

1531 

25 

553 

28 

643 

26 

335 

20 

Cars  and  trucks 

1151 

19 

418 

22 

477 

2C 

256 

13 

Ordinary  planes 

1090 

6 

393 

6 

479 

6 

218 

5 

Neighbors  and  children 

612 

14 

213 

17 

264 

13 

135 

10 

Noise  flr;TTOY«r.ce :  For  each  noise  heard,  a  second  question  was  asked, 
'TVo  any  of  these  noises  ever  bother  or  annoy  you  or  anyone  in  your  family 
in  any  way 7 "  About  half  of  all  person?  said  the  booms  bother  cr  annoy; 
25X  said  car  noises  bother;  14X  said  ordinary  plane  noise  annoys,  and 
only  12X  said  hurrssn  noises  bothered.  Of  all  the  noises  heard,  sonic 
boots*  were  the  wost  annoying.  As  Table  80  shows,  the  middle  distance 
area  reported  the  wost  annoyance  on  all  types  of  noise. 


f 
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Table  80 


REPORTED  ANNOYANCE  WITH  DIFFER  OfT  NCI3ES 
BY  DISTAMTE  FRG1  CRC-EID  m\CR 


Oklahcrua  City 

Area 

February- July 

1964 

Mile# 

from  Ground 

Trecfe 

Kind  of  Noise 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Nuaber  of  Respondents 

2033 

1043 

648 

337 

Sonic  boons 

52 .  21 

51.51 

55.61 

48.  li 

Car#  and  Trucks 

25.4 

21.6 

30.6 

27.3 

Ordinary  planes 

13.5 

10.6 

18.2 

13.4 

Neighbors  and  children 

11.5 

11.4 

11.7 

11.6 

Stemirx  v£  JLr??^jRn^r..xgggj^a_ea..,g^i,g..  To  *ua  up  our 

findings  ao  far,  about  I 51  ahcrec-d  evidssca  c  i  serious  amsoyenc®  with 
the  boo«a  by  their  voluntary  ©ant leas  of  the  eccic  boom  p  rob  less,  About 
15"  spontaneously  brought  up  this  dislike  of  *erd.c  boora  ©a  the  third 
question,  aw!  aa  a  Laos  t  equal  mis&cr  selected  scale  boons  e.s  the  otm 
thing  disliked  most.  Relative  to  ail  other  local  profei«ws  #eoie  tossas 
ranked  near  the  very  top.  Relative  to  all  other  noises,  sonic  bwras 
were  disliked  most  by  about  half  of  all  resident#. 

3-  Reports  of  Interference  by  Sonic 

Trees  of  Interference;  ^ollosrlcs  the  general  questions  about 
different  kinds  of  noises,  in  which  the  respondent  hteself  nasstJon'sd 
th«  sonic  booss  la  59"  cT  the  cases,  it  seessed  natural  fox  tha  inc®rri®w®r 
to  probe  sore  directly  about  further  reactions  to  the  sonic 
on®  who  said  he  heard  the  bows  trsa  asked,  "Csn  yon  tall  m  if  the  recant 
b<H*Mi  ever  interfere  with  —  (a  list  of  specific  activities) ?"  If  nay 
activity  wag  reported  as  ever  interfered  with,  the  following  question 
was  also  naked,  "Ecus  often  is  that?" 
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Bouse  rattle?  and  vibrations  topped  the  list  of  reported  inter¬ 
fere  ores  ,  with  ahsoat  QQZ  reporting  this  disturbance.  Almost  3 OX 
said  they  experienced  this  disturbance  very  often,  and  an  almost 
equal  rwaber  said  fairly  often.  Thus,  a  majority  of  about  57X  felt  the 
the  rattles  occurred  often. 

Having  been  startled  by  the  boosts  was  next  in  importance,  with 
39X  of  all  persons  reporting  this  reaction.  Only  17X,  however,  said 
this  occurred  often,  and  only  8Z  said  very  often.  Interrupted  sleep 
mo  reported  by  only  14X  of  all  persona,  and  an  even  smaller  minority 
reported  Interrupted  rest,  conversation  and  radio  and  TV  listening. 

Vary  little  difference  in  type  and  overall  interference  wan 
reported  by  close  and  middle  distance  respondents.  The  clone  area 
residents,  however,  consistently  reported  a  little  acre  frequent 
occurrence  of  the  interferences,  which  suggests  a  slightly  more  in¬ 
tense  experience.  The  distant  area  respondents  reported  similar 
patterns  of  Interference  but  they  always  were  reported  bv  fewer  persons 
sod  less  often.  Table  81  presents  these  comparisons . 

Trends  in  types  of  Inter ferarrcj;:  During  the  six  month  period  of 
the  sonic  boesa  teste,  the  number  of  residents  who  reported  interference 
with  living  activities  remained  fairly  stable.  House  rattles  were 
reported  by  5X  more  residents  at  the  end  of  the  study  than  at  the 
beginning,  but  practically  all  of  this  increase  occurred  in  the  close 
areas.  The  distant  areas  actually  reported  7X  fewer  mentions  of  house 
rattle*  during  this  period.  This  is  consistent  with  acoustic  theory 
that  as  the  altitude  of  the  plane  was  lowered  to  increase  the  magnitude 
of  the  boom,  the  outer  limits  of  the  12-16  mile  areas  were  probably 
less  affected  by  the  booss. 

Reports  of  interrupted  sleep  and  rest  showed  the  most  consistent 
and  largest  gains  over  time.  But  even  at  the  end  of  six  months  exposure, 
less  than  20X  reported  such  interference  in  the  closest  areas.  It  is 
aleo  aigulf leant  that  a  gradient  effect  appeared  in  the  second  and 
third  interviews,  with  the  close  area  residents  reporting  the  most 
sleep  and  rest  Interference,  followed  by  the  middle  area  and  distant 
area  respondents. 

Th*  relationship  of  distance  and  Interference  was  less  clear 
cut  ia  other  types  of  reported  interference.  close  and  middle 

distance  area  respondents  were  not  greatly  different  but  in  every 
type  of  interference,  the  middle  distance  reported  a  consistent 
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Table  81 


R£ POSTED  TYPES  AND  FREQUENCY  OF  INTERFERENCE  BY  SGHXC  BOCKS 
BY  DISTANCE  FRQd  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahcsaa  Ctty  Area 
February-Apri 1  1964 


Type  and 

Iti  lee 

ft  ora  Ground 

Trasck 

Frequency  of  Interference 

Total 

0=8  J  , 

8-12 

12-16 

Humber  of  Respondents 

2019 

1037 

351* 

336 

House  rattles-Total 

89. OX 

89.  IX 

90. 6X 

86. OX 

Very  often 

29.5 

36.4 

22.8 

15.5 

Fairly  often 

27.1 

27.8 

29.1 

22.3 

Occasionally 

32.4 

24.9 

38.7 

48.2 

Stsrtlea-Totsl 

39. 2T 

39. 6X 

38. 2X 

28. 9X 

Very  often 

8.1 

11.0 

5.1 

2.7 

Fairly  often 

8.9 

9.6 

9.4 

5.1 

Occasional ly 

22.2 

19.0  t 

23.7 

21.1 

Interrupt*  Sleep-Total 

14. 3X 

13. 2X 

13. 4X 

6. OX 

Very  often 

3.3 

4.2 

2.6 

1.8 

Fairly  often 

3.1 

4.3 

2.8 

- 

Occasionally 

7.9 

6.7j 

8.0 

4.2 

Interrupts  Beat-Total 

10. 8X 

11. OX 

11.51 

6. OX 

Very  often 

3.2 

4.0 

2. a 

1.5 

Fairly  often 

2.7 

3.1 

3.0 

1.2 

Occasional ly 

4.9 

3.9 

5.7 

j.  3 

Interrupts  Conversation-Total 

9. OX 

9.2X 

9.3X 

4.8X 

Very  often 

1.8 

2.2 

1.9 

.6 

Fairly  often 

1.5 

1.5 

1.9 

.9 

Occasionally 

5.7 

5.5 

5.5 

3.3 

Interrupts  Radio  &  TV -Total 

7.2X 

7. IX 

6.6Z 

3.6X 

Very  often 

1.6 

1.8 

1.4 

.3 

Fairly  often 

1.4 

1.4 

2.0 

.6 

Occasionally 

4.2 

3.9 

3.2 

2.7 

*  Includes  only  persons  living  and  working  In  sos*  distance  arena 
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pattern  of  a  little  less  disturbance  by  sonic  boosts.  Both  close  and 
middle  distance  respondents,  however,  reported  significantly  ®or@  inter¬ 
ference  chan  the  distant  area  residents.  Table  82  presents  these 
trends  in  interference. 

Scale  of  interference:  The  ausrLasry  scale  of  interference  shewn 
in  Table  83  reflects  the  ri3c  in  rest  and  sle-sp  disturbance.  About 
151  reported  interference  with  4-5  activities  in  the  first  Interview 
compared  to  231  on  the  third  interview.  Most  of  this  increase  occurred 
in  the  close  areas.  The  noober  reporting  cmly  rattles  or  no  inter¬ 
ference  (0-1  interferences)  remained  fairly  stable  ever  the  sia  month 
period . 

4 .  Reports  of  Annoyance  with  Sonic  Boccsi 

Subjective  nature  of  aarevv*rvr.g:  Reports  of  interference 
with  living  activities  by  sonic  boocas  are  largely  objective  respondent 
reactions  as  to  the  occurrence  of  certain  events.  How  people  feel  about 
such  interferences  and  whether  or  not  they  are  annoyed  by  them,  involves 
more  cotaplex  subjective  processes.  As  the  analyses  will  show,  many 
people  are  aware  of  interferences  but  for  a  variety  of  reasons  accept 
the  disturbances  rnd  are  not  annoyed. 

Iroea o.JL Int r  e.os.e :  The  rsr\  ordering  of  reported  total  CBnoyencea 

by  type  of  interference  is  the  a  aria  as  the  rank  ordering  of  thu  types  of 
interference  ther  selves.  House  rottles  headed  the  list  with  541  reporting 
annoyance  with  t.iia  interference  ou  the  first  interview.  Annoy ere®  with 
being  startled  was  next  in  importance  with  30Z  reporting  it.  Annoyajsca 
with  sleep  and  rest  interference  was  aaent ioned  by  about  107,  of  all 
respondents  while  annoyance  with  interruptions  of  eoTrveraatiois  and  redi v 
radio  and  TV  was  reported  by  about  51  of  all  residents. 

Trends  in  annoyance:  As  the  intensity  of  the  sonic  boos  increased 
frew  the  first  interview  to  the  last,  so  the  total  reported  aismyaate 
with  the  boons  also  increased.  Reports  of  arscysoee  with  hcaio©  ■ .  sttles 
increased  by  19X;  annoyance  with  other  interferences;  increased  about  5X. 

Pistarxe  gr cures :  During  the  first  interview  period,  the  close  and 
middle  distance  area  respondents  reported  abort  the  ease  overall  anotmt 
of  annoyance.  Diring  the  second  and  third  periods,  however,  the  close 
area  residents  consistently  reported  wore  anrsayssrace  than  the  middle 
distance  group.  In  oil  three  interviews,  th®  distant  area  residents 
were  the  least  annoyed .  All  distance  groups,  h««v«r,  shewed  increased 
annoyance  over  time,  as  car.  be  seen  in  Table  84. 
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Intensity  annoys, pef,»  Total  reports  of  annoyance  shown  in 

Table  84  Include  substantial  numbers  of  persona  with  only  a  "little” 
annoyance.  Such  persons  are  not  believed  to  be  seriously  anaoyed  but 
rather  are  saying  that  they'd  rather  not  have  the  boosts  if  they  had  a 
choice.  If  only  persons  reporting  sore  than  a  little  annoyance  are 
considered  seriously  annoyed,  then  as  Table  85  e  ho  vs  sure  ©ederate 
trends  become  apparent. 

The  rank  ordering  of  annoyance  by  type  of  interferences  does  not 
change.  House  rattles  continue  to  dossinatc  the  amount  of  serious 
annoyefice ,  with  about  half  of  all  respondents  reporting  eaor®  than 
a  little  such  annoyance  in  the  last  interview.  About  a  fourth  of 
all  residents  also  report  serious  annoyance  with  being  startled, 
and  10-15X  with  other  types  of  interference* . 

&£jLfflU&iL.^L-jrgxe_,th...£n.  a.  little .  an,ooy.?nce  to  jgggaas  of-  report  HI 

interference :  Another  measure  of  the  intensity  of  annoyance  is  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  proportion  of  all  people  who  report  a  type  of  inter¬ 
ference  and  who  feel  taore  than  a  little  annoyed  by  it.  Io  the  pre¬ 
vious  tables,  the  stall  numbers  reporting  a  leap  and  rest  interferences 

may  have  obscured  the  seriousness  of  such  disturbances  when  they  do 
occur.  Table  66  highlights  these  relati«:cM?a. 

Although  house  rattles  were  reported  by  alroct  90%  of  all  persons 
ou  the  first  interview,  only  one  out  of  every  three  such  persons  were 
greatly  annoyed  by  the  rattles.  Likewise,  while  leas  thca  10%  ««id 
their  sleep  or  rsst  was  interrupted,  three  out  of  every  four  rest 
interruptions  and  two  out  of  evary  three  such  sleep  interrupt ictus 
were  considered  serious  annoyances.  By  the  third  interview,  whti® 
six  out  of  ten  who  reported  rattles  considered  it  a  serious  antwyaace, 
eight  out  of  ten  who  felt  their  sleep  or  rest  was  disturbed  considered 
it  a  serious  annoyance. 

The  general  pattern  was  for  sleep  ssd  rest  inter  fere  nee  to  b-e  nao®t 
annoying,  followed  by  being  startled,  having  conversation  ox  radio  or 
TV  interrupted  and  last,  having  the  bouse  rattle.  Although  temx 
residents  in  the  distant  areas  reported  interference  by  scale  boesss, 
when  they  did  report  such  disturbance  they  aser®  usually  none  aetssoyed 
at  conversation,  rest,  and  radio  «nd  T7  interference,  but  less  «amoy®d 
at  house  rattles  or  being  startle.:!. 
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SuBSWry  meaiutti  of  annoyance:  Table  87  presents  a  sua&ary  measure 
of  serious  annoyance  with  boons.  Answers  shown  on  Table  85  are  combined 
into  a  single  measure,  i .e - ,  if  a  person  is  more  than  a  little  annoyed 
with  any  typo  of  Interference,  he  is  considered  seriously  annoyed.  As 
Tabic  87  shows,  more  than  a  little  annoyance  rose  from  37Z  on  the  first 
interview  to  441  on  the  second  interview  to  561  on  the  third  interview. 
Annoyance  in  the  close  areas  was  significantly  greater  than  in  the  middle 
distance  or  distant  areas.  Likewise,  the  saddle  distance  respondents 
reported  more  annoyance  than  the  far  distance  residents. 

Ccr  orison  of  annoyance  und^r  equal  bgga  intensity;  As  reported 
earlier,  the  actual  been  intensities  were  almost  equal  in  the  close  areas 
during  the  first  interview,  in  the  middle  distance  areas  during  the  second 
period,  and  in  the  far  distance  areas  during  the  third  period.  Likewise, 
the  actual  boom  levels  were  almost  equal  in  the  close  areas  during  the 
second  period  and  in  the  middle  distance  during  the  third  period.  Com¬ 
parisons  of  annoyance  reported  in  Table  87  show  that  these  independent 
samples  of  respondents  reported  almost  equal  annoyance  levels  under 
equal  boom  intensities.  The  0-8  mile  group  reported  381  greatly  annoyed 
in  the  first  period,  cocapared  to  371  for  the  middle  distance  and  381  for 
the  comparable  far  distance  group.  Likewise,  in  the  second  comparison, 
both  the  close  and  middle  distance  areas  reported  461  sore  than  a  little 
annoyed.  These  comparisons  strongly  suggest  that  the  increase  in  annoy¬ 
ance  over  time  was  primarily  due  to  the  comparable  increase  In  boom 
intensity. 

Subjective  comparisons  of  loudness  of  sonic  booos  during  the 
second  and  third  interview?1. :  Confirmation  of  the  increase  in  perceived 
loudness  and  in  annoyance  with  the  booms  during  the  second  and  third 
Interviews  was  provided  by  a  series  of  direct  probes.  Everyone  was 
asked,  "Were  the  booms  you  heard  recently  louder  than  usual,  about 
the  ssaae,  or  not  es  loud  as  usual?"  Over  821  said  the  booms  were 
louder  during  the  second  period,  with  871  of  the  close  residents,  791 
of  the  middle  distance  and  761  of  the  far  distance  residents  feeling 
this  way. 

On  the  third  interview,  the  sesse  question  was  asked  and  771  reported 
that  the  third  period  bocaa  were  louder  than  those  of  the  second  period. 
The  close  area  residents  had  841  feeling  this  way,  the  middle  disterco 
771,  and  the  far  distant  area  only  571.  Table  88  presents  these  sub¬ 
jective  reports  on  boca  loudness. 
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Table  88 


REPORTED  COMPARATIVE  LOUDNESS  OF  SONIC  BOOMS 
DURING  SECOND  AND  THIRD  PERIODS  BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
April  20- July  25,1964 


Comparative 

Loudness 


Number  of  Respondents 

Louder 

Same 

Not  as  loud 
Don't  know 


_ Distai 

Total  0-8 

4/20  6/15  4/20  6/15 

6/14  7/25  6/14  7/25 

2026  1915  1045  989 

82. 4X  77.41  87 . OX  84. 31 
14.7  19.3  11.4  14.8 

2.3  2.9  1.1  .6 

.6  .4  .5  .3 


e  from  Ground  Track 


8- 

12 

12 

-16 

4/20 

6/15 

4/20 

6/15 

6/14 

mi 

6/14 

7/25 

646 

612 

335 

314 

00 

76. 6X 

75. 8X 

57.37. 

17.2 

20.3 

20.3 

31.5 

3.7 

2.6 

3.3 

10.5 

.6 

.5 

.6 

.7 

Comparative  annoyance  with  Intensities  of  sonic  booses  during  the 
g.'CC.o.od.  and  third  jLmtErvigo.r3 :  All  res  pendents  were  aiatTasked'  directly 
"Would  you  say  these  recent  booms  are  much  more  annoying,  a  little  more 
annoying,  or  not  as  annoying  as  the  other  ones?”  Almost  60X  said  they 
were  more  annoyed  by  the  booms  during  the  second  period  then  during 
the  first  period.  About  31X  said  they  were  much  more  annoyed,  26X  a 
little  more  annoyed,  25X  equally  annoyed  and  1SX  not  as  annoyed.  The 
cloae  area  residents  reported  the  greatest  annoyance  and  the  distant  area 
residents  the  least  change. 

On  the  third  interview,  about  58X  said  they  were  more  annoyed,  37X 
•aid  they  were  equally  annoyed,  but  only  5X  said  the  third  period  booms 
were  less  annoying  than  the  second  period  boesas. 
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Table  89 


REPORTED  COMPARATIVE  ANNOYANCE  OF  SONIC  BOOHS 
DURING  SECOND  AND  THIRD  PERIODS  BY  DISTANCE  PRO!  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
April  20- July  25,  1964 


Total 

Distance 

6-8 

fresn 

8- 

Ground 

T2 

Track 

12- 

U — 

Comparative 

4/20 

6/15 

4/20 

6/15 

4/20 

6/15 

4/20 

6/15 

Annoy anc e 

6/14 

2/23 

6/14 

2/25 

6/14 

2/25 

6/14 

7/25 

Number  of  Respondents 

2026 

1915 

1045 

989 

646 

612 

335 

314 

MUch  more 

30. 8X 

34. 3X 

34. 3X 

40.  IX 

29. IX 

32. 4X 

23. 6X 

19. 7X 

Little  more 

25.7 

23.3 

25.8 

23.3 

25.1 

23.5 

26.3 

23.2 

Same 

24.9 

37.1 

25.4 

33.9 

23.2 

39.2 

26.9 

43.3 

Less 

17.5 

5.0 

13.0 

2.6 

21.4 

4.7 

23.2 

12.7 

Don't  know 

1.1 

.3 

1.5 

.1 

1.2 

.2 

- 

1.1 

5 .  Report s  of  Dgjmggg  ±2_  Sonic 

Trends  over  tiiae:  About  a  fifth  of  all  residents  believed  they 
had  received  desasg®*  from  the  sonic  boesa  during  the  first  two  Interview 
periods.  During  the  tnlrd  period,  tha  mtslier  of  d@aag®  resorts  increased 

by  5X  to  24X  of  all  residence. 

ttowna:  The  distance  groups  fora  a  grdient  In  dassaga 
report®.  The  closest  residents  reported  the  esc  .it  dascga,  followed  by 
the  middle  distance  and  far  distance  groups .  Curing  tha  third  interview 
29X  of  the  close  residents  reported  desssga  compared  to  8X  of  the  ss&st 
dlatant  group. 

l!hUtliLl®..Xgffigrta . of  Overall,  3SX  of  ell  residents  felt 

they  had  sustained  eorae  dansge  during  tha  ala  month  test.  By  distance 
group  thi®  ranged  from  46X  in  the  close  srecs  to  17X  la  the  fsr  distance 
ones.  Respondents  who  reported  djssega  in  each  of  the  three  interviews 
numbered  7X;  those  reporting  desssgfi  twice  numbered  11X,  ®ed  only  osee# 
20X.  These  findings  are  presented  in  Table  90. 


Table  90 


Jfcmfeer  of  Respondents 

Interview  Period 
2/3-4/19 
4/20-6/14 
6/15-7/25 

16jasb«r  Damage  Reports 


Three 

TWo 

One 


Sons 

Hone 


REPORTED  DAMAGE  BY  SONIC 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND 

BOOMS 

TRACK 

Oklahoma 

City  Area 

February-July  1954 

Total 

01  stanc< 

(J-8 

i  from  Ground 

"T-T2 

Track 

~H£IT 

*  2033 

1048 

352 

337 

19.12 

21.3 

23.7 

1 

22.42 

27.3 

29.2 

18.32 

18.0 

22.8 

7.71 

9.0 

7.6 

6.82 

11.1 

20.2 

38.12 

61.9 

8.32 

14.7 

23.1 

46.12 

53.9 

8.02 

7.1 

20.8 

35.92 

64.1 

.62 

5.4 

11.4 

17.42 

82.6 

believed  they  had  * j  12  respondents,  or  0.5X 

flights  during  1962-1963.  Th^s^pJior^08  ****  W?  *lr  shov  or  SAC 
Rifcl*.  *  prlor  d«E5®S€  experience  was  negH- 

0«3»  to  structure.  Lch  ^  bJ.17*  of  *U  «*«*«.. 

*ar«@a  floors  cs  reported  by  about  42  of  all  brlclt*  chisneya  and 

°f  persona  reported  glass  breakas*.  »  -,?*1  p8raon5,  Lesser  meters 
presents  these  findings.  8  ^  C‘*®r  type®  of  d®«*ge.  Table  91 


TYPES  (S  REPOSTED  DAMAGE  BY  SO? 
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• 
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92.4 

■n 

n 

<n 

►* 

n  r< 

«  rl 

.3 

1.5 

.3 

0 

0 

91,0 

337 

5.9% 

1.2 

in  <0 

•  •  e 

o> 

o 

92.3 

331 

H 

o  ri 
•  * 

o 

H 

e  *>»  «s 

e  e  e 

N  N  H 

ri 
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o 

I'LL 

351 

14.8% 

2.0 

^  N 

#  •  • 

H 

o 

e 

o 

o 

e 

N 

00 

351 

r* 

IN  O 

e  n 

a"* 

2.3 

.6 

1.1 

6* 

0 

81.7 

989 

£  ^ 

•  • 

•-«  <* 
CN 

2.6 

4.2 

2.4 

4  s> 

•  • 

70.8 

<? 

a 

y~* 

^  o 

O 

«N 

3.5 

3.7 

2.2 

H 

• 

o 

72.7 

1048 

19.8% 

5.0 

2.2 

2.2 

1.8 

0 

.4 

77.6 

5161 

£  «i 

•  •  i 

H 

2.1 

3.6 

1.6 

N  fv 
•  * 

76.3 

2026 

r-»  r* 

■•  •  ■ 

f-4 

\~t  >o 

l  •  •  • 

«  «  ^ 

sf 

• 

1 

78.7 

2033 

£ 

.  n<S 

-<  r-> 

2.2 

1.8 

1.6 

0 

.4 

80.9 

vspcxt*  ®dd  to  tor#  than  1001  because  aore  chan  erse  type  of  daBs3«  can  be  reported 
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6.  Reports  of  General  SggjLl&g  to  Ccr^laln  and  Actual  Complaints 
About  A cy  Sgrloua  Local  Problem 


CcatjaR-  StJL  general  cpr^laint  behavior:  Before  reviewing 
reported  complaint  reactions  to  sonic  booms ,  it  is  desirable  to  get  a 
picture  of  the  typical  pattern  cf  general  corplaint  behavior  in  the 
Oklahoma  City  area.  At  the  beginning  of  the  first  interview,  after 
naming  the  one  thing  disliked  most,  respondents  were  asked,  "Did  you 
ever  feel  like  doing  something  about  this?  For  example,  did  you 
ever  feel  like  writing  cr  telephoning  an  official  about  it?",  etc. 

Answers  to  these  questions  indicate  the  general  willingness  of  Jklo- 
hona  City  residents  to  complain  about  a  problem  they  consider  serious. 
Reactions  to  the  bo ja  problera  can  then  be  compared  to  this  general 
level  of  complaint  and  a  proper  perspective  obtained. 

Lm§  desires  to  cor^lain:  In  general  the  conplaint  potential  or 
dealre  to  complain  about  a  local  problem  was  quite  low.  Less  than  cne 
fourth  of  all  respondents  felt  like  writing  or  telephoning  about  their 
problem.  Only  171  felt  like  using  a  petition;  121  felt  like  visiting 
an  official  and  10X  like  setting  up  a  committee  to  handle  the  problem. 

Only  small  differences  were  reported  by  the  different  distance  groups. 

The  sure  distant  residents  living  in  smaller  cosx’unities  more  often 
felt  like  visiting  an  official  or  setting  up  a  local  ccrmsittee. 

Lower  actual  ccr-plalnts:  The  actual  complaint  behavior,  as  expected, 
is  much  lower  then  the  complaint  potential.  Only  101  overall  act-i'lly 
followed  up  their  desire  to  write  or  telephone  and  actually  did  com¬ 
municate  with  an  official.  Thus,  there  were  2.3  persons  who  felt  like 
calling  or  writing  for  every  one  who  actually  did  comuni  cate .  likewise, 
less  than  51  actually  signed  a  petition,  which  represented  only  one  in 
every  3.6  persons  who  felt  like  it.  Actually  visiting  an  ciiiciei  was 
reported  by  almost  51  and  helping  set  up  a  ccmnittee  by  21.  The  ratios 
of  desired  activity  to  actual  activity  were  about  the  same  in  all  distance 
areas  with  the  exceptirn  that  the  far  distant  areas  reported  relatively 
more  visiting  and  loca*.  committee  organization.  Table  92  presents 
these  relationships. 
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Table  92 


REPORTED  DESIRES  AND  ACTUAL  CCHPLAINTS  ABOUT  SERIOUS  LOCAL  PROBLEM 
BY  DISTANCE  PRCH  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Complaint 

Activity  Total  0-8  8-12  12-16 


Number  Respondents 


Write  or  telephone 
Sign  petition 
Visit  an  official 
Help  set  up  careoittee 


(2033) 

(1048) 

Felt 

Felt 

Like 

Did 

Like 

Did 

23. 5X 

10.01 

22.57. 

9.4X 

17.0 

4.7 

16.2 

4.5 

12.5 

4.9 

10.3 

3.2 

10.1 

2.0 

9.9 

1.9 

is* _  _nm 


Felt 

Like 

Did 

Felt 

Like 

Did 

26. 5X 

10.8% 

20.51 

10.  IX 

19.0 

5.1 

15.7 

4.5 

14.8 

5.7 

15.1 

8.3 

9.9 

1.2 

11.3 

3.6 

SicCTary  scale  of  complaint:  A  auj?«mry  scale  of  the  general  ccsplaint 
potential  ia  presented  in  Table  93.  A  person  who  felt  like  wieitlng  an 
official  ©r  helping  to  set  up  a  committee  generally  also  felt  like  calling 
an  official  and  signing  «  petition.  Such  a  person  la  classified  as  having 
a  "high''’  carp  lain?  potential.  A  person  who  only  felt  like  calling  an 
official  or  signing  a  petition  was  classified  as  Having®  "moderate" 
ccwplaint  potential.  A  person  who  felt  like  doing  notning  about  voicing 
his  ccssplaints  v»s  designated  as  having  a  "let?'*  ccsplniRt  potential .  Aj» 
Table  93  shows,  only  14X  hsd  a  "high"  complaint  potential ,  aad  an  equal 
number  a  "underrate”  complaint  potential.  Almost  three-quarters  of  ail 
residents  had  no  desire  at  all  to  cotsplsin  about  their  problea.  The 
differences  musing  the  distance  groups  were  snail  and  could  be  due  to 
saapling  variability. 


Table  93 


GEEIRAL  CCMPLAIK7  FCTEMTLAL:  PERSONS  PELT  LIKE  CCMPLAIHIHG 
ST  DISlAHCe  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Coceplaint  Potential 

Total 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

High 

14. 5X 

Moderate 

13.6 

Low 

71.9 

Distance 

from  Ground 

Track 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

1048 

351 

337 

13. 4X 

18. 2X 

18.  IX 

13.8 

12.5 

8.0 

72.8 

69.3 

73.9 

MMftgPxeM  acnse  of  futility;  One  basic  reason  why  the  general 
cowpl&ict  potential  was  so  low  in  the  Okl&hossa  City  area  was  the  wide¬ 
spread  sense  of  futility  in  complaining .  Respondents  were  asked,  "And 
what  do  you  think  the  chances  are  to  do  something  about  Chi®  (serious 
problem  mentioned)  —  very  good,  good,  fair  or  poor?”  Only  4X  felt 
the  chances  were  very  good;  another  81  felt  they  were  good,  and  only 
12X  felt  the  chances  were  even  fair.  As  can  be  seen  in  Table  94, 

30X  who  said  there  was  no  serious  local  problem  weren't  asked  this 
question .  If  only  persons  vith  a  serious  problem  are  considered, 
then  the  number  who  felt  there  was  a  good  or  very  good  chance  to  accom¬ 
plish  something  by  complaining  increases  to  only  17.71.  The  most  dis¬ 
tant  areas  were  slightly  noie  optimistic  in  their  views. 


Table  94 


REPORTED  GENERAL  BELIEF  IN  CHANCES  TO  DO  SOSTHIKG 
ABOUT  LOCAL  FROBLEIS  BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUT-ID  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Chances  to 

Do  Something  Total 


All  Respondents  2033 

Very  good  4. 21 

Coed  8.2 

Fair  11.7 

Poor  33.7 

Don't  knou  10.4 

No  probles  31.8 

Respondent a  with 
Problem  1420 

Very  good  6. OX 

Good  11.7 

Fair  16.7 

Poor  48 . 2 

Don't  know  17.4 


Distance 

frraa  Ground 

Track 

5H 

~jrr7~ 

nnre 

1043 

648 

337 

3. 41 

3.4X 

8.3X 

7.1 

9.0 

10.1 

10.2 

13.3 

13.4 

35.0 

35.2 

26.7 

11.2 

9.6 

9.2 

33.1 

29.5 

32.3 

719 

467 

234 

5. OX 

4.7X 

12. OX 

10.3 

12.4 

14.6 

14.9 

18.4 

19.2 

51.1 

48.9 

38.4 

18.7 

15.6 

15.8 

7-  sires  to  Cc*s»LsiP.  #gd  Actual  CwpiBlgfe»_rtjgA 

So^LcJgsa 

Pattern  of  coswlnlnt  tolms  Eespcndest  reverts  of  desires 
to  coop lain  about  boasts  during  the  first  interview  tsars  nbrot  half  es 
graat  as  their  general  ccnpl&int  potential.  Ctaly  14”  evs-a  felt  like 
writing  or  culling  aa  official  sbotat  the  fcccrrrs,  ccaparea  to  22X  wfso 
felt  like  doing  this  on  a  general  problsa.  Li&ssrie®,  only  127.  felt 
like  signing  a  petition,  and  6”  like  visiting  aa  official  or  fcalpieg 
to  set  up  a  cassitte*.  Frtna  the  first  to  the  third  iatsrvior®,  dc®ir®9 
to  cc®plain  about  the  foocea  increased  frra  2-€l,  bot  still  resssieei  well 
below  the  general  ccaplalnt  potential.  Tbs  biggest  increes®  ©eetssrred  in 
desires  to  telephone  or  write,  tftich  totaled  2CX  on  the  third  interview. 

In  general,  the  closest  area  residents  had  tha  highest  desire  to 
ccwplaln  -about  the  boons.  The  tsiddle  distance  resideets  wars  rert  ia 
their  desire  to  c explain,  followed  by  the  distant  residents .  Table  95 
presents  these  trends . 
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:  Trcm  2-3X  of  all  residents 

•aid  they  actually  called  or  wrote  the  FA A  during  each  interview  period. 
A a  sh own  in  Table  97,  this  cumulatively  represented  about  5X  of  all 
real dent a  who  called  one  sr  more  tiasa  during  the  six  month  period. 

Only  very  swell  members  of  residents  did  other  things  to  c carol a In  about 
the  boon* .  Theec  reported  ccsrp \  aints  are  ahem  in  Table  96. 

Pattern  of  acfycl  contacts  with  FA A:  Daring  the  sis  month  period, 
llsoit  5%  of  all  residents  said  they  contacted  the  PM  about  the  bsesi. 
Lass  than  one  per  cent  called  three  or  »or®  tines,  about  IX  called 
twice,  arid  3X  called  only  erree.  Thus,  about  a  third  of  all  persona 
who  contacted  the  FAA  said  they  called  eotq  then  cnee.  Table  97  shows 
that  the  c1  osa  ares  residents  called  ac-st  often  and  the  for  distant 
residents  the  least  often.  Alecst  7Z  of  the  close  residents  celled  com¬ 
pared  to  IX  of  the  distant  area  residents. 


tfcal  calls  tat  PM  hwiHL  c-\  iRtaarrLmn 

IttL According  to  the  PM  records,  a 
total  of  12,400  calls  ware  received  during  the  sis  aemth  period.  If 
the  total  nusdber  of  calls  reported  on  the  interview  (saa  of  calls  for 
three  interview  periods)  of  7.5X  is  multiplied  by  the  173,030  estisafted 
total  PMchcr  of  f sallies  in  the  Oklahoma  City  area,  the  est£mt;.;d 
nuz&er  of  calls  totals  13,400,  or  only  81  core  thsa  the  esc  tad  wnl-tr . 
This  close  approsiffisticn  of  total  nnaber  jf  call®  received  fey  tka  I'M 
offer®  independent  evidence  of  the  validity  of  a zsmtrm  reported  ca  the 
•urwty.  In  fact,  part  of  the  discrepancy  essy  fc®  dca  to  na  over  estimate 
in  the  population  fees©  rather  then  in  the  interview  data. 


Table  U 
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Table  97 


REPORTED  ACTUAL  CALLS  OR  LETTERS  ABOUT  SONIC  BOSS 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GRCUHD  TRACK 


Oklahcaa  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Total 

Di  stance 

0-8 

fresa  Ground 

8-12 

Track 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

351 

337 

Interview  Period 

2/3-4/19 

2.91 

3.8S 

2. SI 

1.2Z 

4/20-6/14 

2.5 

3.6 

1.2 

.6 

6/15-7/25 

2.1 

2.8 

2.0 

.3 

Nunber  Contacts 

Three 

.71 

1.01 

.31 

.31 

Two 

1.2 

1.7 

.6 

.3 

One 

3.0 

3.8 

3.1 

.6 

Sows 

4.9 

6.3 

4.0 

1.2 

None 

95.1 

93.5 

96.0 

98.8 

A®  described 

previously,  a  succory  scale  css  be  prepared  fox  the  answers  zhaw  ia 
Table  95  so 'that  the  following  categories  eaa  fee  cczzp&resd: 

high  complaint  potential  --  felt  like  doing  3*4  things* 

moderate  cosplaint  potential  —  felt  like  doing  1-2 


low  ceaplaiat  potential  —  felt  like  dcirg  nothing. 

Aa  Table  98  shows,  the  sonic  boos  ccsplaint  p£C«&£lal  advanced  fren 
16.51  during  the  first  interview  to  21.51  on  the  third  interview.  This 
low  desire  to  coeplain  about  boosts  at  tha  ervi  of  the  study  is  over  €1 
below  the  general  complaint  potential  sbsera  in  Table  93.  Tba  close 
area#  reported  the  highest  booa  ccejlaiat  potential,  followed  by  tfaa 
slddle  distance  area. 
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Desire  to  complain  about  bogg  if  hgj  bg  local  orr/Mil  section :  The 

complaint  analysis  thus  far  has  dealt  with  individual  dcsireo  to  ccsplain 
baaed  on  self  appraisal  of  annoyance.  To  test  for  the  possible  effects 
on  respondent  behavior  of  an  organised  cocsrunity  caspaiga  to  cesplain, 
the  following  question  was  asked,  "  If  a  local  organization  wanted  to 
atop  or  reduce  the  boons  and  asked  you  to  write  or  telephone  an 
official  ...  t  do  you  think  you  would  very  likely  do  it,  that  you 
sight  but  you're  not  sure,  or  that  you  probably  wouldn't?"  Frea  the 
answers  to  this  question,  an  organisational  complaint  potential  scale 
was  prepared,  comparable  in  structure  to  Table  93.  The  answers  for  the 
second  and  third  interview  periods  were  baaed  on  the  control  sample#  only, 
since  thi  question  was  not  repeated  for  the  basic  panel.  Thus,  Table  99 
presents  only  totals  for  the  entire  area,  tinea  th®  control  aasplea  war® 
not  separated  into  disease®  groups. 

Local  residents  are  more  ready  to  eery. lain  if  anted  by  a  local 
organization  to  do  so.  In  the  first  interview,  about  6%  of  the  rcepon- 
dents  who  had  not  felt  like  doing  anything  on  their  own  initiative, 
said  they  probably  would  complain.  This  difference  increases  to  about 
121  on  th®  third  interview.  As  Table  99  also  shows,  ssoat  of  the  respon¬ 
dents  who  had  only  a  Federate  complaint  potential  on  an  individual  initia- 
tiv®  complaint  (felt  like  calling  or  signing  a  petition  only)  eaid  they 
would  also  visit  officials  or  help  set  up  a  ccssittee  (high  potential®) 
if  they  were  asked  to  do  so. 


Table  99 


COMPARISON  OF  INDIVIDUAL  A HD  CimMIZATISm  COMPLAINT  POTENTIALS 

OS  SONIC  BOGS 

Oklahoma  City  Arcs 
February- July  1904 


CcBfplaint 

2/3-4/19 

4/20-6/14 

6/15- 

2.121— 

Potential 

Individual 

Organisations! 

lad. 

Respondents 

2033 

2033 

2026 

198 

1915 

196 

High 

7.9% 

20.1% 

12.2% 

26.0% 

12.4% 

30.2% 

Moderate 

8.5 

2.4 

10.6 

1.0 

9.1 

3.0 

lei 

83.5 

77.5 

77.2 

73.0 

78.5 

66.8 

tea JC£ fiSgB3L ffirt . JBS&ES&y. Si :  Aside  froa  the 
general  lew  ccjplaint  potential  in  the  area  and  feelings  of  annoyance 
about  the  besso,  a  ranbor  of  local  factors  probab  ly  reduced  the  actual 
number  of  ccs^laints.  Feelings  of  futility  about  Che  effects  of  complain¬ 
ing  and  ignorance  about  where  to  complain  were  probably  two  of  the  oajor 
reasons  for  very  low  ccrplainta . 

Feqiin'gs  of  futility:  All  respondents  were  asked,  "On  the  whole, 
what  do  ycsu  thick  the  chances  are  for  doing  anything  about  reducing  the 
beers?**  Only  41  answered  that  there  was  a  very  good  chance;  another 
lC®  said  there  m  a  good  chares,  and  121  said  the  chances  were  fair. 

Thus,  less  then  cao-third  of  all  residents  fait  the  chances  were  even 
fair  to  ececrplish  anything  by  complaining.  These  answers  are  shown 
la  Table  ICO. 

These  feelings  of  futility  were  further  reinforced  by  th®  experience 
of  actual  ctsEploiaars .  Khen  those  who  c explained  were  asked,  "Did  it 
do  any  good?"  only  about  10*  felt  it  had  done  soma  good. 


Table  ICO 

REPORTED  BELIEF  IH  CHANCES  FOR  DOING  SOMETHING  TO  REDUCE  BOOHS 

BT  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahccaa  City  Area 
February-April  1964 


Chances  for  _ Distance  frew  Ground  Track 


Coins  Sotss  thins 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Humber  of  Respondents 

2019 

1037 

646 

336 

Very  good 

4.31 

4.31 

4.61 

3. 61 

Good 

9.5 

9.0 

9.9 

10.1 

Fair 

18.2 

16.8 

19.3 

20.2 

Hardly  any 

51.8 

52.8 

5?  .2 

49.4 

Don't  know 

16.2 

17.1 

15.0 

16.7 

fag? . yhc.fe.  to  ccry>Iajq:  Although  thsra  had  been  eartanalv®  publicity, 

only  38%  of  all  respondents  aaid  they  knesr  where  to  c  cep  lain,  but  only 
31%  were  even  close  to  really  knowing.  Table  101  present®  the  be.cv  rs 

to  the  question,  "Co  you  happen  to  know  where  to  cell  if  you  want  to 
cceaplaia  about  tha  boctas?  Where  la  that?" 


Tabla  101 


REPORTS  ABOUT  WHERE  TO  CCKFLAIM  ABOUT  BOSS 
BY  DISTANCE  FKCH  G-WUX®  TEAC2 

i 

Ok labors  City  ArOffl 
February- July  1964 


Distance  frea  Ground  Track 


Where  to  Complain 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents* 

1538 

556 

646 

336 

Do  not  know 

62.5% 

61.  C% 

60.7% 

68.5% 

Think  they  know 

37.5 

39.0 

39.3 

31.5 

FAA  center 

2S.3 

32.2 

23.9 

20.8 

Complaint  center 

1.3 

2.2  f 

.8 

.9 

Will  Rogers  Airport 

1.5 

.7 

2.2 

1.3 

Tinker  AFB 

2.0 

1.6 

1.7 

3.0 

Local  government 

4.7 

3.8 

5.4 

4.8 

State  or  Federal  Govt. 

1.0 

.6 

1.1 

1.8 

Insurance  company 

.4 

.4 

.6 

- 

Other 

1.6 

1.3 

1.9 

1.8 

*  Telephone  sasnple  not  asked  this  question. 
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8.  Lorsa  Rants  Acceptability  of  Spcsk* 

Ego.frAtch  oMfictlra:  A  primary  objective  of  the  Oklahoma  City 
research  program  wao  to  ascertain  the  long  range  effects  of  sonic  boots 
exposure .  As  Indicated  in  the  Introduction,  public  announcements  were 
made  by  the  PM  that  the  local  bocraas  were  scheduled  for  only  a  limited 
period  of  six  months .  About  half  of  all  the  residents  reported  an 
eararecess  of  the  limited  duration  of  the  booms .  It  was  considered 
possible,  therefore,  that  this  knowledge  could  encourage  respondents 
to  accept  current  boost?  only  bee  suae  it  was  for  «  limited  time  period. 

To  test  this  hypothesis,  the  following  question  was  asked  of  all  respon¬ 
dents  on  the  initial  interview;  "If  this  area  received  eight  booms 
•very  day  throughout  the  year  from  a  civilian  supersonic  airplane,  do 
you  think  you  very  likely  could  learn  to  live  with  it  after  a  while, 
that  you  might  but  you're  not  sure,  or  do  you  think  you  probably  couldn't 
learn  to  live  with  it?"  If  the  respondent  answered  "couldn't"  or  "don't 
k now",  he  was  asked  about  5-6  booms  pev  day  and  1-2  booms  per  day  to 
establish  his  threshold  of  acceptability.  If  he  thought  he  could  accept 
eight  booms  per  day,  he  was  asked  about  10-12  booms  per  day.  On  the  second 
and  third  interviews,  every  respondent  was  asked  again,  "If  your  area 
received  booma  frcaa  a  civilian  jet  aa  often  and  as  loud  as  the  recent 
ones,  do  you  think  most  people  around  here  would  very  likely  learn  to 
live  with  it,  that  they  might  or  that  they  prob&bly  wouldn't  learn  to 
live  with  it?"  Rsspondents  wars  also  asked,  "And  how  about  yourself  — 
would  you  very  likely  learn  to  live  with  it,  you  might  or  you  probably 
wouldn't  be  able  to  live  with  it?"  Since  the  actual  nudber  of  "recent" 
booasa  was  eight  per  day,  a  comparison  was  possible  of  answers  for  sll 
three  periods. 

The  number 

of  boo?T3  per  day  did  not  seem  too  important  a  variable  in  influencing 
long  range  acceptability  of  sonic  boorss .  Only  12%  more  residents  felt 
they  could  accept  1-2  booms  per  day  than  felt  they  could  accept  10-12 
boosts  per  day.  Jtost  residents  felt  they  could  live  with  sonic  booms. 

About  84%  of  all  respondents  felt  they  could  accept  as  many  as 
10-12  daily  booms.  Almost  two-thirds  were  firm  in  their  convictions, 
saying  they  "very  likely  could  accept  it,"  while  20%  thought  "they 
might  but  weren't  sure."  The  close  and  middle  distance  respondents 
held  almost  the  tmss  views,  while  about  10%  more  of  the  distant  resi¬ 
dents  felt  they  could  accept  10-12  boosa  per  day. 

Over  91%  of  all  respondents  said  they  could  accept  8  booms  per 
day  on  the  first  interview,  a  gain  of  7%  over  the  acceptance  of  10-12 
bcosa.  Less  than  2%  add  it  ions.  1  respondents  said  they  could  accept  5-6 
bocss  per  day  and  another  3%  felt  they  could  accept  a  minimum  of  1-2 
booms  per  dsy.  Thus ,  a  hard  core  of  4%  fait  uncertain  about  accepting 
even  1-2  booms  per  day .  Table  102  presents  these  first  interview  responses. 
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Table  102 


REPORTED  THRESHOLDS  OF  ACCEPTABILITY  OP  SONIC  BOQ4S 
BY  DISTANCE  PRO!  GRCUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-Aprll  1964 


Hucber  of 

Distance 

from  Ground 

Track 

Boons  Acceptable 

Total 

fr-3 

8-12 

12-16 

Nuiaber  of  respondents 

2033 

1048 

352 

337 

10-12  Booms  per  Dev 

Very  likely 

64. IT 

63.4% 

63.4% 

70.9% 

Might 

19.7 

19.6 

17.9 

19.6 

Could 

83. 8% 

83.0% 

81.3% 

90.5% 

Couldn't 

14.1 

14.8 

17.0 

7.7 

Don't  know 

2.1 

2.2 

1.7 

1.8 

8  Boobs  per  Day 

Very  likely 

75. 3% 

74.8% 

73.3% 

80.4% 

Might 

15.9 

15.8 

15.1 

14.8 

Could 

91.2% 

90.6% 

83.4% 

95.2% 

Couldn't 

6.2 

6.5 

8.8 

3.6 

Don't  know 

2.6 

2.9 

2.8 

1.2 

5-6  Boots  per  Day 

Could  accept  8 

91.2% 

90.6% 

88.4% 

95.2% 

Very  likely 

.3 

.4 

.3 

.3 

Might 

1.2 

1.5 

1.4 

.6 

Could  accept  5-6 

92.7% 

92.5% 

90.11 

96.1% 

Could  not 

5.1 

5.1 

6.8 

3.6 

Don't  know 

2.2 

2.4 

3.1 

.3 

1-2  Boobs  per  Day 

Could  accept  5-6 

92.7% 

92.5% 

90.  i% 

96.1% 

Very  likely 

.7 

.8 

.9 

- 

Might 

2.3 

2.3 

2.6 

1.8 

Could  accept  1-2 

95.7% 

95.6% 

93^; 

97.9% 

Could  not 

3.0 

3.4 

4.3 

1.8 

Don' t  knew 

1.3 

1.0 

2.1 

.3 
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Acccof.rMHtv  of  nieht  boo— s :  Although  Oklahoma  City  resident#  hod 
no  actual  experiences  with  night  booaa,  respondent#  were  asked  to  specu¬ 
late  about  their  reactions  to  such  booms.  Respondents  were  asked,  "And 
how  about  several  civilian  booms  every  night?  Do  you  think  you  could 
learn  to  live  with  it,  that  you  might  but  you're  not  sure,  or  that  you 
probably  couldn't  learn  to  live  with  it?"  Only  66%  of  all  respondents 
felt  they  could  accept  night  booms  compared  to  over  90%  who  said  they 
could  live  with  day  booms.  In  term  of  certainty  of  feelings,  only  43% 
felt  they  "very  likely"  could  live  with  night  booms.  This  clearly  indi¬ 
cates  that  night  booms  will  probably  be  less  acceptable  than  day  booms 
and  this  finding  is  consistent  with  the  previous  conclusion  that  sleep 
Interference  was  considered  more  serious  than  house  rattles,  etc.  The 
reported  level  of  acceptability  of  night  boosts,  however,  must  be  cau¬ 
tiously  evaluated  because  it  was  rut  based  on  actual  experience.  After 
actually  living  through  a  series  of  night  boons,  respondent  answers 
about  their  acceptability  might  be  changed.  Table  103,  however,  gives 
a  rough  approximation  of  night  boom  reactions. 


Table  in 


REPORTED  EXPECTATIONS  0?  ACCEPTABILITY  OF  SEVER \L  NIGHT  BOOMS 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROIN’D  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-Aprii  1964 


Distance  from 

Ground 

Track 

Acceptability 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

- rm 

Humber  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

352 

337 

Very  likely 

42.6% 

42.2% 

40.6% 

46.0% 

Might 

23.0 

22.6 

22.4 

25.2 

Could 

63.  6% 

64.8% 

63.0% 

71.21 

Couldn't 

25.9 

27.1 

28.7 

19.6 

Don't  know 

8.5 

8.1 

3.3 

9.2 
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:  As  th® 

intensity  of  actual  bcota  experiences  increased,  respondent  expectations 
of  boom  acceptability  decreased.  On  the  third  interview,  73X  of  all 
residents  felt  they  could  live  with  the  boosts  cctspared  to  9 IX  on  th® 
first  interview.  Respondents  living  in  the  close  areas  reported  the  low¬ 
est  acceptability,  while  those  living  in  the  east  diatan"  areas  reported 
the  highest  acceptability  of  the  boo^s.  In  all  distance  areas  and  in 
all  time  periods,  the  vast  majority  of  the  respondents  felt  they  could 
live  with  the  booms  they  were  experiencing. 

Some  possible  decrease  in  boos  acceptability  over  time  is  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  comparison  of  answers  by  different  distance  groups  under 
equal  boors  intensities.  Reported  acceptability  of  booms  during  the  first 
interview  was  a  little  higher  than  during  the  other  two  periods.  For 
example,  91%  of  the  close  residents  during  th®  first  interview  felt  they 
could  accept  the  boons  compared  to  82%  of  the  middle  distance  residents 
during  the  second  interview  and  86%  of  the  far  distance  residents  during 
the  third  interview. 

In  evaluating  first  interview  response®  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
wording  of  the  question  on  the  first  interview  was  slightly  different 
fro®  the  other  interviews.  On  the  first  interview,  the  nurrbsr  of  booms 
was  specified,  while  on  the  other  interview,  the  question  was  in  ter®® 
of  "recent  boons",  which  also  happened  to  be  eight  per  day. 

Very  little  difference  was  reported  by  th®  comparable  groups  during 
the  second  and  third  interviews.  About  75%  of  the  close  residents  on 
the  second  interview  felt  they  could  live  with  the  bocssa  conp-ared  to  75% 
of  the  middle  distance  group  on  the  third  interview. 

Another  interesting  comparison  is  provided  by  the  projective  aasmers 
about  the  ability  of  others  to  accept  the  boosa ,  shown  in  Part  0  of 
Table  104.  When  asked  to  speculate  during  the  second  interview  about 
other  people  accepting  the  boo es,  respondent®  generally  Judged  others  to 
be  about  10%  less  able  to  accept  th®  boors.  On  the  third  interview,  re¬ 
ports  about  other  people's  tolerance  of  tors?  snore  closely  approximated 
self  appraisal  to  accept  the  boosss.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the 
projective  answers  on  the  second  interview  wars  elsaest  equal  to  the  self 
appraisals  on  the  third  interview.  This  suggests  a  possible  reluctance  on 
the  second  interview  to  admit  one  *  a  own  iasbility  to  accept  the  facets. 
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In  this  aection  of  the  report,  the  variability  of  the  factors 
which  might  Influence  boca  reactions  will  be  presented  by  distance  from 
ground  track.  In  a  subsequent  section,  their  relationships  to  annoyance 
will  be  shown. 


formation  program  appears  to  have  been  very  successful  in  reaching  resi¬ 
dents.  When  asked  on  the  first  interview,  "Have  you  heard  or  read  any¬ 
thing  about  the  recent  sonic  bocss  around  here?"  over  90%  answered  "yes". 
When  asked  where  they  had  heard  about  the  boons,  over  80%  mentioned  the 
newspspere  and  TV,  over  half  mentioned  the  radio  and  almost  60%  friends 
and  neighbors.  The  question  about  where  they  had  heard  about  the  boost 
was  asked  first  as  an  open  question  ('"where  did  you  hear  about  it?"}  and 
then  as  a  direct  probe  for  the  four  primary  sources  shewn  in  Table  105, 
if  the  source  was  not  voluntarily  mentioned  ("Did  you  hear  anything  about 
it  from  .  .?").  As  Table  105  shows,  newspapers  and  TV  were  voluntarily 
reported  by  almost  two-thirds  of  all  respondents  centered  to  only  21% 
freely  mentioning  radio  and  17%  friends  and  neighbors.  Thus,  the  first 
two  sources  can  be  considered  the  primary  channels  of  cosssunication 
on  the  sonic  boom  prograa. 

Coupee  -£l_  sonic  boffa:  The  public  inforrati.cn  progress  stressed  that 
sonic  boo«s  were  a  natural  phenomenon  caused  by  planes  flying  faster  than 
the  speed  of  sound,  creating  s  pressure  wave  which  was  heard  cq  the  ground 
as  a  sonic  boc-j.  To  measure  the  estent  to  which  people  actually  received 
this  message,  everyone  was -asked,  "Could  you  tell  ®s  what  causes  the  Jets 
to  make  a  bocra?'’  About  70%  of  all  respondents  volunteered  coepletely 
correct  answers,  and  an  additional  6%  gsva  partly  correct  responses. 
"Breaking  the  sound  barrier"  was  the  most  popular  eaplanstioo  given  by 
over  half  of  all  persons.  "Traveling  faster  than  the  speed  of  sound" 
was  reported  by  a  fourth  of  all  respondents  end  mention  of  preaaer® 
or  shock  waves  was  made  by  13%.  Overall,  all  distance  groups  were 
equally  well  inforaed  of  the  causes  of  sonic  boors® - 
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Table  105 


REPOSTED  SOJSCES  OF  INFORMATION  ABOUT  S(K1C  BOWS 
BY  DISTANCE  FR®1  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-Aprll  1964 


Total 

Heard  About  Recent  Boces 


Humber  of  Rea  pendent  a  2026 

Tea  93. 6X 

Bo  5.0 

Rot  asked  1.4 


Source  of  Be*ra 

Nuasber  of  Respondents*  1538 


TV-Total  86.21 

Teo-spontaneous  63.9 

Tea-probed  22.3 

Newspepera-Total  82.21 

Tea- spontaneous  64.3 

Yea-probed  17.9 

Radio -Total  56.21 

Tea- spontaneous  21.0 

Tes- prebed  35.2 

Prienda  &  neighbors -Total 5 7. 91 
Tea- spontaneous  17.0 

Yes-pr  obed  40.9 

Ksgasines-Pszphlees  2.8Z 

At  Work  2. 61 

Family  1.3X 

All  others  1.4X 

^Telephone  sateple  not  asked  this 


Distance  frcsra  Ground  Track 


0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

1042 

647 

337 

93.91 

93.51 

92. 3X 

5.1 

4.5 

5.9 

1.0 

2.0 

1.8 

556 

646 

336 

84.91 

86.91 

87.21 

58.3 

63.3 

64.9 

26.6 

78.6 

22.3 

82. 4X 

83.07. 

80.71 

62.8 

66.91, 

61.9 

19.6 

16.1  ! 

18.8 

57.21 

54. 71 

57.41 

20.1 

20.3 

23.8 

37.1 

34.4 

33.6 

64.21 

55. 2X 

52.71 

19,2 

17.3 

12.8 

45.0 

37.9 

39.9 

4.5Z 

2.2X 

1.51 

2.9X 

3.  IX 

1.2X 

1.2X 

1.3X 

1.27. 

1.6X 

1.1Z 

1.51 

Subquesticn. 
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Table  106 


REPORTED  CAUSE S  CF  SCSJIC  BOGS 
BT  DISTANCE  FRC51  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Arc® 
Pebruary^prll  1964 


Reported  Cause® 

Total 

Distanc 

0-8 

<c  f  a  vsf3 
8-12 

Ground  Track 
12-16 

Number  of  Respondent® 

2019 

1037 

646 

336 

Accuracy  of  Answers 

All  answer®  correct 

70.41 

70.21 

71.11 

69. 6X 

Answers  partly  correct 

5.9 

5.8 

5.6 

7.1 

All  answer®  incorrect 

23.7 

24.0 

23.3 

23.3 

Detailed  Causes 

Breaking  sound  barrier 

55. 21 

54. 4X 

55. IX 

57. 7Z 

Travel  faster  thon  sound 

26.4 

23,3 

31-0 

27.4 

Create  shock  wave* 

12.6 

14.5 

11.8 

8.3 

Place  causes  vacuus 

5.0 

4.1 

6.3 

5.1 

Physically  break  sound 

1.8 

1.5 

2.2 

1.8 

High  altitude 

1.0 

1.4 

.5 

.9 

Electrical  charge* 

1.0 

.9 

1.4 

.9 

Sound  bouncing 

.6 

.8 

.3 

.6 

Hit  air  pocket® 

.5 

.6 

.6 

- 

Reentry  into  atncisphere 

.4 

.5 

.3 

.3 

Misc.  incorrect 

1.7 

1.9 

.9 

2.7 

Don't  know,  vngue 

18.3 

18,8 

17.3 

18.8 

li£gSSi£lSSLSli :  ©***  SOS  of  all  respondents  esid  they  ccald 

always  distinguish  a  sort.;  fecca  frca  other  colas.®.  The  clesa  area  resi¬ 
dent®  recogaiied  bccrj-j  cost  frequently,  follcsred  by  the  middle  asd  far 
distance  groups.  Host  of  the  people  who  can't  always  recegaiz®  a  been 
•aid  they  thought  it  was  either  aa  explosion  or  a  thunder  sters.  It  is 
interesting  to  nota  that  the  distant  area  resident®  ©eat  often  failed  to 
recognice  the  bc«a  ass!  wondered  if  it  was  &  stcra  or  aspics  in®.  T«M®  107 
presents  these  data. 
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Table  107 


REPORTED  RECOGNITION  C?  SONIC  BOG'S 
BY  DISTANCE  PRGt  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-April  1964 


Distance  from  Ground  Track 


Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2160* 

777 

877 

506 

Recognition 

Can  always  tell 

83.  11 

88.01 

63.61 

74.71 

Scratimes  wonder 

14.4 

9.3 

13.6 

23.9 

Don't  know 

2.5 

2.7 

2.8 

1.4 

Sometimes  Sound  Like: 

Explosion  outside 

5.81 

3.8X 

6.31 

8.  IX 

Thunderstorm 

4.6 

1.1 

3.2 

i  o 

JL  <*.  •  m. 

Mar,  bcrabs 

.6 

.6 

.7 

.2 

Earthquake 

.6 

.1 

.6 

1.2 

Cars  crashing 

.4 

.4 

.2 

.6 

Backfire  autos 

.4 

.4 

.3 

.4 

Explosion  inside 

.4 

.3 

.5 

.4 

Guns  shooting 

.4 

.3 

.6 

.4 

Crssh  of  planes 

.2 

.1 

.2 

.2 

Miscellaneous 

.6 

.3 

.8 

1.0 

Don’t  know,  vague 

2.3 

2.4 

2.4 

1.8 

*  Includes  only  face-to-face  interviews 
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Jfrffljfynujitia  of  boc*s  SSllf^yJA:  Ih«  actual  daily  tias  schedule  of  sonic 
boomo  was  widely  advert locd  in  newspapers  asd  radio  and  17 .  KJioa  esiksd, 
"Ito  you  usually  hear  the  booths  about  the  sesa  tins  each  day  or  d©  they 
happen  at  different  tisses  each  day?*'  over  S&Z  aaid  they  were  aware  of  a 
regular  schedule.  The  close  areas  again  showed  greater  kae^lodga  of  tbs 
boom  progress,  with  872  expressing  awareness  of  the  boca  schedule  coshered 
to  742  for  the  siddle  distance  and  802  for  the  far  distant  residents. 
Table  108  presents  these  answers. 


Table  103 


REPORTED  AMA-REIIESS  (37  BOOM  SCHEDULE 
BT  DISTANCE  FEE!  GaCIilJD  TRACK 

OklahoK-a  City  Area 
Pebruary-April  1964 


Distance  from  Grcggnd  Track 


Soon  Occur: 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

masher  of  Respondents 

2019 

1037 

646 

333 

Ssoe  time 

81.62 

86. 62 

74.52 

79.82 

Different  times 

12.4 

8.2 

18.4 

13.7 

Don't  know 

6.0 

5.2 

7.1 

6.5 

Awareness  of  purpose  of  sonic  Almost  8C52  aaid  they  kassw 

the  purpose  of  the  sonic  booa  teste,  but  only  622  actually  bad  tfsa 
correct  information  on  the  first  interview.  Kost  of  the  false  aaswro* 
however,  were  baaed  on  erroneous  nesr&ycyer  stories  that  tfsa  teats  wold 
help  Oklahosa  City  get  an  SOT  terminal.  Thus,  in  a  sense,  8C2  receivad 
the  message  about  the  testa.  The  close  area  residents,  with  the  ssast 
intense  sonic  boca  erpe-aura,  were  the  best  informed  with  652  kraswies  the 
real  purpose  of  the  tests. 

On  the  third  interview,  the  sobs  question  about  purposes  of  tfc*  test 
was  repeated .  In  addition,  one  of  the  questions  on  th®  first  intsrvl®®’ 
actually  told  th®  respondent  about  the  SET  developrasot  progress*  T@t, 
in  answer  to  the  question  on  purpose  of  the  bcoss  on  th®  third  interview, 
only  712  said  they  knew  the  reasons  for  the  boons  and  only  582  actually 
gave  correct  answers.  Apparently  in  the  six  aaoeth  interval,  ocraa  of  the 
respondents  forgot  want  they  had  read  about  tfe*  purposes  of  tfe*  t»oe?KJ. 
Table  109  presents  these  findings. 
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Table  109 

REFC2T2D  KM0HL2CG1  C7  THE  PURPOSES  Of  TOE  S«ilC  BOGM5 
IT  DISTANCE  PSG1  G SOUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


ToCal 


Purpose  of  Test* 

2/3 

4/19 

6/15 

7/25 

Nustber  of  Respondents 

2019 

2033 

Don't  know 

20.31 

29.41 

Do  Know 

79.7 

70.6 

PAA-SST  Test 

29.0 

24.9 

Sonic  boos  teat 

32.6 

33.4 

Help  aviation 

2.3 

1.2 

Help  get  S5T  terminal 

15.3 

11.3 

Air  Force  practice 

5.6 

1.0 

Beer  civilian  airport 

9.2 

.1 

In  a  flight  path 

2.5 

.2 

Test  speed 

1.4 

.2 

To  accuse era  people 

Area  has  special 

2.0 

.2 

advantages 

5.7 

.6 

To  accustom  towar 

.8 

- 

Population  unique 

1.6 

- 

Miacellenecua 

1.8 

.3 

Don't  knew 

5.4 

.2 

*  Reasons  do  not  add  to  percent  who 
answer*  could  be  given. 


Distance  frees  Ground  Track 


0-8  8-12  12-16 


2/3 

6/15 

2/3 

6/15 

2/3 

6/15 

7/25 

4/19 

7/25 

4/19 

7/25 

1037 

1048 

646 

648 

336 

337 

14.01 

27.81 

26.91 

29.01 

26.81 

35.01 

86.0 

72.2 

73.1 

71.0 

73.2 

65.0 

30.2 

26.0 

26.5 

24.7 

30.4 

22.0 

34.7 

34.0 

31.0 

33.2 

29.2 

32.0 

1.8 

1.0 

2.3 

1.4 

3.9 

1.5 

14.1 

11.9 

16.4 

11.9 

16.7 

8.0 

4.6 

1.0 

5.4 

1.0 

9.2 

1.2 

9.4 

- 

9.3 

.2 

8.3 

.3 

2.2 

.2 

3.7 

.3 

.9 

.3 

1.5 

.1 

1.1 

.3 

1.5 

.6 

1.7 

.2 

2.3 

- 

2.1 

.6 

5.3 

.9 

6.3 

.3 

5.7 

.3 

.5 

- 

1.5 

- 

.3 

- 

1.3 

- 

2.0 

- 

1.8 

- 

2.2 

.6 

1.4 

.2 

1.2 

- 

9.3 

.2 

1.4 

.3 

1.2 

.3 

•ay  they  know  because  multiple 


lig.-alMM  durst  ion  cf  ponic  boc-n  tests;  Although  the  public  «ca 
inform:!  that  the  sonic  boost  teat  would  last  only  six  months,  only  half 
actually  could  report  this  information  on  the  first  interview.  About 
two-thirds  said  they  knew  the  duration  but  seven  per  cent  said  it  was 
less  thitn  sis  months  and  6X  said  it  was  more  than  six  souths.  The  close 
residents  were  again  the  best  informed  ar.d  the  most  distant  residents 
were  th®  least  in forced .  Table  110  presents  these  findings . 


Table  110 


DURATION  C?  SOMIC  BOOM  TESTS  REPOTS  Q  ©1  FIRST  IWECTIZM 
BT  DISTANCE  FROl  GROUKD  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 

,  February'  3-April  19,  1964 


Distance  from  Ground  Treck 


Report  Duration 

Total 

0-8 

- 8TTI - 

Mumper  of  Respondents 

2019 

1037 

646 

336 

Tea,  think  knew  duration 

66. 87. 

72.  OX 

64.  IX 

55. 7X 

One  aonth  or  l'ese 

.2 

.3 

.3 

- 

TWo  months 

1.6 

1.7 

1.4 

1.5 

Three  months 

3.9 

4.0 

4.2 

3.3 

Four  months 

2.1 

2.2 

2.2 

1.8 

Five  months 

1.3 

1.6 

1.1 

.9 

Six  months 

52.0 

56.6 

50.0 

41.4 

Seven  months  or  more 

5.5 

5.5 

4.8 

6.6 

Don't  knew 

0.2 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

On  the  third  interview  the  question  about  duration  cf  the  study 
was  repeated.  Since  the  third  interviews  wsre  hald  frca  July  7 -July  25, 
any  answer  1-4  weeks  could  ba  considered  correct.  Over  two-thirds  said 
they  knew  the  duration  of  the  study,  but  about  6~  had  wrong  inforssstio-a 
about  the  length  of  the  study.  Aa  7abl@  111  indicates,  the  clo-ss  resi¬ 
dents  were  again  somewhat  better  informed. 


Table  111 


DURATION  C?  THE  SONIC  BOG-1  TESTS  REPORTED  CN  THE  THIRD  INTERVIEW 
BY  DISTANCE  PROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
July  7-25,  1964 


Reported  Duration 

Total 

Number  of  respondents 

0233 

Yes,  think  know  duration  67. 9? 

Lea a  than  1  week 

•  J 

One  week 

.5 

Two  weeks 

3.7 

Three  weeks 

26.2 

Four  weeks 

30.5 

Five  or  more  weeks 

5.5 

Don't  know,  vague 

1.0 

Distance 

frea  Ground 

Track 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

1043 

643 

337 

74.41 

63.0? 

57.0?. 

.5 

.8 

- 

.6 

.3 

.6 

4.1 

3.5 

.30 

30.6 

25.8 

13.4 

32.9 

25.2 

33.5 

4.6 

6.6 

5.9 

1.1 

.8 

.6 

b .  Belief  In  thg  Face  sitv  of  Local  Poces 

Belief  la  the  necessity  for  hiving  local  bocms  appears  to  be 
Inversely  related  to  the  intensity  of  the  boots.  As  the  boots  intensity 
increased,  the  number  who  said  they  felt  local  boons  were  absolutely 
necessary  decreased  frca  52?  on  the  first  interview  to  38?.  on  the 
third  interview.  The  roost  distant  residents  who  experienced  the  lowest 
Intensities  of  sonic  boors ,  roost  often  felt  that  local  boons  ware  neces¬ 
sary. 

On  the  first  interview,  all  respondents  were  also  asked  to  judge, 
"From  what  you’ve  heard  or  read,  do  you  think  roost  other  people  around 
here  feel  it  (.’onic  boors)  is  absolutely  necessary,  or  not?"  Less  than 
one-third  of  all  residents  felt  other  pecple  considered  the  local  boons 
necessary,  with  all  distance  groups  reporting  almost  identical  answers. 
Thus  respondents  reported  thrnwelves  almost  twice  as  tolerant  of  the 
boossa  MJ3  they  believed  ethers  to  be.  Especially  since  respondents  later 
reduced  their  own  reports  of  tolerance  sad  belief  in  the  necessity  of 
local  boors,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  they  rosy  have  understated 
their  own  vie*-..':  or.  the  first  interview. 
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Why  local  boca®  are  naceaanry :  On  the  first  face-to-face  interviews, 
everyone  was  asked  why  they  felt  the  bocsca  were  necessary  or  not  oecsssary. 
Reasons  most  of  tea  gl  von  to  explain  why  the  bocss  were  necessary  wore: 

1)  boom  are  part  of  progress  sad  inevitable;  2)  Oklahoma  City  is  as 
good  as  any  area,  so  why  not  here;  3)  everyone  should  trust  the  authori¬ 
ties,  they  chose  this  area;  4)  Oklahoma  City  will  benefit  from  the  S8T 
plane,  and  5)  Oklahoma  City  will  eventually  be  espoaed  to  the  SSX,  so 
why  not  now. 

less  than  10%  felt  there  were  special  features  about  the  area  that 
retired  the  tests  locally.  Most  of  the  favorable  reasons  involved  general 
support  of  aviation  progress. 

1#»Y  local  bocas  are  not  necesagrv:  Alsost  half  of  the  respondents 
with  negative  feelings  could  give  no  specific  reasons  for  their  belief 
that  the  booms  were  not  necessary.  Those  who  did  express  the»s«lvc#9 
however,  generally  felt  the  tests  or  the  SST  were  not  important  -  or  the 
sren  did  not  have  any  unique  features  that  required  the  teats  locally. 
Moreover,  dislike  for  th®  disturbance  by  boos®  sod  the  fear  of  dassag© 
were  also  cited  as  reasons  why  b 007x3  weren't  necessary  locally.  Table  113 
presents  these  finding*. 

,c.t„b g _r^.q_l.oc_a  11-? r  Corroboration  of  feelings  about 
the  necessity  of  local  boowa  was  provided  by  answers  to  the  following 
question  which  w»s  asked  toward  the  end  of  the  first  interview,  "Press 
wfeefc  you  know  about  the  goverrssanfc ' $  study  of  supersonic  airplanes  around 
here,  do  you  definitely  feel  the  study  should  be  suede  around  here,  that  it 
probably  should  be  or  that  it  should  not  be  Bade  arour*d  here?"  Only  about 
one  third  answered  "definitely  should", as  equal  aushser  "probably  should", 
and  the  rest  "should  not  or  don't  kca-?".  All  distance  group®  felt  about 
the  ias  way. 
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K 
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n  n  cn 


<o 

cm  m  co 

CO 

•  •  • 

o 

00  CM  O' 

t 

• 

» 

CM 

CO  ^4 

M> 

O'  CN  O' 

CM 

•  •  • 

o 

<T  M3  CO 

i 

• 

• 

CM 

^  n  h 

K 

<7i 

ro  ^  o 

m 

O' 

M3 

r*4 

o 

•  •  • 

CM  O  P^ 

• 

ft-4 

• 

<7* 

• 

CO 

CM 

m  o  m 

CO 

CM 

CO 
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Table  113 


REPORTED  REAS  CIS 

WHY  LOCAL 

BOGUS  ARE  NECESSARY  OR  NOT 

BY 

DISTANCE  FRCW  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 

February-Apr il  1964 

Distance  from  Ground 

Track 

Reasons  Booms  Necessary 

Total 

<Ei 

'  12-16“ 

Number  of  Respondents* 

852 

295 

361 

196 

Bonos  part  of  progress 

261 

231 

281 

271 

Area  as  good  as  any 

22 

21 

22 

24 

Trust  authorities 

20 

21 

19 

20 

Area  will  benefit 

Area  will  be  exposed 

20 

17 

22 

19 

to  SST 

Special  facilities  in 

17 

18 

17 

17 

area 

Special  geographic 

9 

10 

9 

9 

features 

Promotes  national 

9 

12 

8 

9 

security 

6 

4 

7 

5 

Near  Air  Force  base 

5 

4 

5 

5 

Vague  answers 

Reasons  Booms  Not 
Necessary 

7 

8 

7 

5 

Number  of  Respondents 

686 

261 

285 

140 

Area  not  special 

171 

18 1 

171 

151 

Teat  not  important 

12 

14 

12 

7 

Test  over  open  areas 

8 

10 

8 

3 

Vibrations  disturb 

7 

7 

7 

6 

SST  not  needed 

7 

4 

8 

S 

Fear  d®age 

6 

7 

5 

6 

Misccilonsoua 

3 

3 

3 

2 

Vague 

45 

43 

44 

51 

*  Only  fmce-to-face  respondents  caked  chi  a  question 


I 
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At  the  tics  of  the  third  and  final  interview  there  v&s  considerable 
publicity  about  a  possible  court  injunction  to  step  the  boors.  To  meas u re 
aentiaaaat  about  this  case,  the  following  question  was  asked  at  the  end  cf 
the  third  interview,  "Bo  you  feel  the  boers  should  be  stopped  right  awa y 
or  do  you  feel  they  should  be  continued  until  tney  have  served  their 
purpose?"  Even  though  only  38%  had  previously  said  they  felt  the  booass 
were  absolutely  necessary,  671  said  the  bocss  should  be  continued  in 
answer  to  the  above  question.  This  shews  a  great  trust  and  tolerance 
of  the  authorities .  Table  114  presents  these  answers. 


Tabic  114 


REPOSTED  SUPPORT  CP  THE  SONIC  BOON  TEST 
BY  DISTANCE  FRCM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Distance  froa  Ground  Track 


A.  First  Interview 

Should  Study  be  Hade 
Locally: 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

1545 

560 

648 

337 

Definitely  should 

36.91 

38. 6X 

36. 9T 

34.21 

Probably  should 

36.4 

32.5 

37.3 

41.1 

Should  not 

10.7 

11.6 

11.0 

8.6 

Don't  know 

B.  Third  Interview 

Should  Bocsss  be  Stopped: 

16.0 

17.3 

14.8 

16.1 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

Tea 

26. or 

29.8% 

25. 21 

15.71 

No 

66.8 

63.5 

68.5 

73.9 

Don't  know 

7.2 

6.7 

6.3 

10.4 
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£orreerq_qf  :  Further  confirmation  that  about  two- 

thirds  of  the  respondents  had  tolerant  feelings  tonraril  the  boors  was 
provided  by  answers  to  the  fol lowing  questions:  "The  way  things  are  now 
(first  interview)  would  you  say  the  aviation  officials  responsible  for 
the  booms  care  about  the  feelings  and  comfort  of  residents  like  yourself 
—  do  you  think  they  care  very  much,  moderately,  only  a  little,  or  don't 
they  care  at  all?"  Almost  two-thirds  said  "very  Batch"  or  "moderately", 
with  371  saying  "very  much".  The  far  distant  resident*,  as  Table  115 
shows,  were  again  the  most  tolerant  with  7G?,  saying  the  official*  cared 
"very  much"  or  "moderately"  about  their  feolicga  and  comfort. 


Table  115 


REPORTED  CONCERN  OF  AVIAT1CM  OFFICIALS  Fd  LOCAL  FEKLIBGS 
ST  DISTAJJCE  FECK  GIGGED  T SACS 

Qklahcraa  City  Area 
February-April  1964 


Pigtar.ce  fm  Ground  Track 


Extent  of  Concern 

Total 

0-d 

8-12 

12-16 

■umber  of  Respondents 

1538 

556 

646 

336 

Very  much 

36.81 

37.6 7, 

35. 5X 

39.01 

Moderate 

27.7 

24.6 

23.6 

31.0 

Little 

11.7 

11.7 

11.9 

11.3 

■one 

14.3 

14.9 

16.3 

9.5 

Don't  know 

9.5 

11.2 

8.2 

9.2 

Don't  know 


Since  local  aviation  industries  were  known  to  be  very  important  in 
the  OStlahsssa  City  economy,  a  cosher  of  questions  were  asked  to  measure 
awareness  of  this  fact. 


Feeljgya  about  gvifftion  in-* user?  in  general:  When  asked  to  Judge 
the  general  Importance  of  the  ccsoarcial  air  transportation  industry 
almost  0CX  said  it  was  "asttrsssly  lisp-octant**.  Another  151  ielt  aviation 
«as  moderately  important,  while  only  51  felt  it  had  little  or  no  importance 
or  didn't  know  ita  iEpcrtarxe .  Residents  in  all  distance  groups  had  about 
the  seass  feelings  toward  the  importance  of  aviation,  as  shcr-m  in  Table  116. 


Table  116 


REPORTED  GENERAL  IMPORTANCE  CP  AY1ATI0N  INDUSTRY 
BY  DISTANCE  FSG4  GROUflD  TRACK 


Oklahc- City  Area 
February-April  1964 


e 


Distance  from  Ground  Track 


Degree  of  Imoortance 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Huaber  of  respondents 

2033 

1048 

648  i 

337 

Extreasely  important 

78.  SI 

80.21 

1 

78.11 

76.01 

►fodsrately  important 

15.4 

13.6 

16.5 

18.7 

A  little  important 

1.9 

1.7 

2.3 

1.8 

Hot  very  important 

1.2 

1.2 

1.1 

1.5 

Don't  know 

2.7 

3.3 

2.0 

2.0 
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Feelings  about  aviation  industry  in  Ok  Inhere  City:  Pol  loving  the 
general  question  cited  above,  a  specific  question  was  asked  about  local 
aviation,  "Bow  about  the  importance  of  civilian  aviation  to  the  welfare 
of  Oklahoma  City  and  surrounding  towns  —  Do  you  feel  it  i*  extremely 
important,  moderately  important,  a  little  important,  or  not  very  important?" 
About  93X  of  all  residents  said  they  regarded  local  aviation  as  scderately 
or  extremely  important,  with  almost  75X  saying  extremely  important.  This 
overwhelming  recognition  of  the  importance  of  local  aviation  industries 
undoubtedly  provided  a  favorable  climate  for  the  sonic  boom  tests  and 
contributed  towards  its  acceptance. 


Table  117 


OEpdETED  IMPORTANCE  OF  ASIATIC®  TO  CXIAHOiA  Cl TT 
Ft  DISTANCE  FRCM  GHCUI"D  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February’- April  1964 


Degree  of  Importance 

Bueber  of  Respondents 

Extremely  important 
Moderately  important 
A  little  important 
Hot  very  important 

Dam'  c  kmw 


Total 

0-8 

2033 

1048 

74,  OX 

76. OX 

18.9 

16.5 

2.  7 

2.7 

1.2 

l.l 

3.2 

3.7 

:a  frm  Cro 

8-12 

“""“‘la-iT 

643 

337 

72.2 X 

71.51 

20.2 

24.0 

2.9 

2.1 

1.5 

.6 

3.2 

1.8 

-  168  - 


FanllftSfl  the  imrertaoce  of  the  SST:  Following  the  above  general 

quest lone  about  aviation,  a  specific  series  of  questions  was  asked  about 
tfca  £5T.  First,  everyone  was  asked,  "As  you  probably  know  the  recent  booms 
around  here  are  part  of  a  government  development  program  of  a  new  super** 
settle  airplane  that  will  fly  about  2,000  miles  per  hour.  Do  you  feel 
it  is  absolutely  necessary  for  our  country  to  have  such  a  civilian  plane, 
do  you  feel  it  is  probably  necessary  or  do  you  feel  it  is  not  necessary?" 
The  asters  were  sirdlar  to  those  given  about  the  necessity  of  local 
bccaa.  About  a  third  of  all  residents  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely  neces- 
•ary,  while  another  third  felt  it  was  probably  necessary.  All  persons 
who  didn't  feel  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  were  asked  the  following 
question,  "As  you  way  knew ,  the  French,  British  and  Russians  are  already 
building  a  ccassercial  supersonic  airplane.  If  these  countries  have  such 
a  plana  would  you  feel  it  absolutely  necessary  for  Americans  to  have  one 
too,  would  it  probably  be  necessary,  or  would  it  not  be  necessary?"  This 
question  was  designed  to  measure  the  influence  of  national  competition 
and  pride,  and  about  half  of  those  who  previously  felt  the  SST  was  not 
necessary  changed  their  Rinds .  About  61X  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely 
necessary  on  its  own  merits  or  if  other  countries  have  it,  22X  felt  it 
was  probably  necessary  if  others  have  it,  and  only  17X  felt  it  was  not 
necessary  or  couldn't  ncke  up  their  minds  about  it. 

A  further  measure  of  hard  core  resistance  to  the  SST  was  given  by 
the  nezt  question.  If  the  respondent  only  felt  the  SST  was  probably 
necessary  or  not  necessary  when  others  have  it,  he  was  asked,  "If  the 
scale  booa  could  be  reduced,  would  you  feel  it  desirable  for  us  to  have 
a  commercial  plane  that  travels  2,000  miles  an  hour,  or  don't  you  feel 
we  need  such  a  plane?"  Only  16Z  felt  the  SST  would  be  desirable,  while 
23X  remained  negative  or  uncertain  cf  their  feelings.  Thus,  23X  do  not 
believe  the  SST  is  necessary  or  desirable  even  if  the  sonic  boowsa  could 
b®  reduced,  but  over  three-fourths  of  all  residents  have  some  favorable 
feelings  about  the  SST.  Table  118  sirzaarizes  these  findings,  and  show 
that  all  distance  groups  reported  about  the  same  answers  to  these 
questions. 
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Table  118 


REPORTED  FEELINGS  ABOUT  NECESSITY  OF  HAVING  AN  SST 
BY  DISTANCE  FRGM  GSGCHD  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-April  1964 


Distance  froo  Ground  Track 


Total 

0-8 

8  12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

A.  Necessity  of  SST  on  its 

Own: 

Absolutely  necessary 

35. 3X 

35.61 

35. 8X 

33. 5X 

Probably  necessary 

31.3 

O 

Aw  •  •sj 

31.6 

38.3 

Not  necessary 

24.7 

26.0 

24.5 

20.8 

Don't  know 

8.7 

9.6 

8.1 

7.4 

B.If  Others  Have  SST: 

Absolutely  Necessary* 

60.61 

O  jCX 

61. 6X 

59.  OX 

Probably  necessary 

22.5 

21.9 

23.1 

22.8 

Not  necessary 

12.2 

12.8 

11.4 

11.9 

Don't  knew 

4.7 

4.7 

3.9 

6.3 

C.lf  loon  Reduced: 

Desirable** 

77.01 

77.61 

77. 8X 

74.  IX 

Rot  desirable 

13.5 

14.4 

13.4 

11.0 

Don't  know 

9.5 

8.0 

8.8 

14.9 

*  Includes  "absolutely  necessary"  responses  of  Part  A. 

**  Includes"abaolutcly  necessary"  responses  of  Parts  A  &  B. 
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d .  Pcrscra!  Cherecteristicfl  of  Reaaocdesta 

Although  the  different  distance  area  groups  were  alike  on  most 
personal  characteristics,  the  close  area  resident#  differed  slightly 
in  the  following  ways.  They  were  more  often  persona  living  with  only 
adults .  They  were  slightly  older  persona  with  more  education  and  white 
collar  jobs.  They  also  reported  less  ties  with  the  aviation  industry  but 
had  a  little  store  flying  experience  as  passengers. 

Firstly  ch Arne t eristic a;  A  Into  .3 1  half  of  all  residents  lived  in  house¬ 
holds  with  only  adults  present.  About  a  fourth  of  all  residents  had 
families  with  children  under  6  years  of  age  aryl  an  equal  number  had 
fasti  lies  with  older  children.  The  close  area  residents  lived  core  often 
in  exclusively  adult  households,  and  f&rst  older  children.  They  also  sore 
often  ware  one  or  Css©  person  families .  The  middle  and  far  distant  area 
residents  had  about  the  sense  kind  and  size  families,  as  can  be  seen  in 
Table  119. 


Table  119 


REPORTED  FAMILY  CHARACTERISTICS  C7  RESPONDENTS 
BY  DISTANCE  FRCM  GROUND  TRACK 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


iy.stan.ee 

from  Ground 

Track 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Dkia&er  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

Ffflsdly  Com  edition: 

Adults  only 

45.11 

50. 0Z 

39.71 

40. 3Z 

Children  over  6 

26.5 

25.3 

28.5 

26.1 

Children  under  6 

28.4 

24.7 

31.8 

33.6 

Sis®  of  Fatally: 

One  person 

8.6Z 

10.0 

7.3 

6.5 

Two  persona 

30.1 

32.2 

27.3 

29.1 

Three  persona 

13.7 

19.3 

18.5 

17.5 

Four  persona 

19.7 

18.8 

20.7 

20.8 

Five  persons 

11.7 

10.4 

12.7 

13.9 

Six  cr  mere 

11.2 

9.3 

13.5 

12.2 
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Age:  The  close  area  resident#  were  generally  older  than  the  Ed&dle 
or  far  distant  area  residents.  About  101  aor©  close  area  residents  were 
over  40  years  of  age  than  respondents  in  the  other  two  groups.  Table  120 
•hows  the  age  distribution. 


Table  120 


AGE  DISTRIBUTION  GF  RES  PC£f  D2HTS 
BY  DISTANCE  PR  (21  GROUND  TRACK 


Ofclahcaa  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Age 

Total 

Humber  of  respondents 

2033 

18-29 

19.71 

30-39 

20.8 

40-54 

26.1 

55-64 

14.3 

65  + 

18.2 

Don't  know 

.9 

Distance 

frtsn  Ground 

Track 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

1048 

648 

337 

16.31 

23.01 

23. 8X 

18.7 

22.4 

24.4 

28.4 

24.1 

23.4 

16.6 

12.1 

11.8 

18,8 

18.4 

15.7 

1.2 

- 

.9 

Stem  About  71«  of  the  respondents  were  wc*a«  and  2d  wen.  The 
different  distance  groups  vers  all  essentially  alike  on  this  factor. 


Table  121 


SEE  0?  RESPOSnSSTTS 
ST  DISTANCE  FRO!  GECU&D  TRACK 


Distance  frcoi  Ground  Tr»ck 


Sex: 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Jteiber  of  Respondents 

2033 

1043 

648 

337 

Male 

Female 

29.31 

70.7 

28.11 

71.9 

30.41 

69.6 

30.91 

69.1 
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Ttie  close  Area  residents  more  often  had  sense  college 
education  and  less  often  had  only  high  school  education.  Tiie  middle 
and  far  distent  groups  had  about  the  same  educational  background  overall  -- 
about  211  had  only  an  elessantary  school  education,  541  a  high  school  edu¬ 
cation  251  scsse  college.  Table  122  presents  these  data. 


Table  122 


EDUCATIONAL  ACHIEVEMENT  0?  RESPONDENTS 
BY  DISTANCE  FR®  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Highest  Educational 

Distance 

from  Ground 

Track 

Achievement 

Total 

0-8 

8-J2 

12-16 

Humber  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

Elementary  school 

20.7! 

19.8! 

21.71 

21.4! 

Elgh  school 

53.9 

cn  1 

-TV.  A 

58.2 

57.3 

College 

25.1 

29.8 

19.9 

21.1 

Don't  know 

.3 

.3 

.2 

0 

•  «• 

laccr*^ Only  small  differences  in  income  distributions  wre  reported 
by  the  different  distance  groups.  About  half  of  all  residents  said  they 
earned  less  than  $6,000  per  year;  201  from  $6,000  -  7,999;  191  from  $8,000  - 
14,990;  and  41,  $15,000  or  over. 
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Table  123 


REFCSITEn  FAMILY  I/SCCKF,  ©  RESPGSfLOfTS 
FT  DISTANCE  FRGM  G&01T3D  TRACK 

Oklahcaa  Ci ty  Area 
February- July  1S64 


Distance  fr o'  - ound  T»  ack 


Income 

Total 

0-8 

12-16 

♦Jusfcer  6f  Respondents 

2033 

(  1048 

648 

j 

337 

Under  $6000 

si.  n 

50.  IT 

53.41 

54.97. 

$6000-7999 

19.5 

17.7 

22.4 

19.3 

$8000-14,999 

18.7 

19.8 

17.2 

18.1 

$16,000  or  wore 

3.7 

4.9 

2.8 

2.1 

Income  not  given 

6.2 

7.5 

4.2 

5.6 

Occupation  of  re.  In  earner:  The  Tain  earns r  of  close  area  families 
va a  more  often  a  professional ,  nsn&gc^rial,  clerical  or  sales  person.  Fax 
distant  area  rarailies  taore  often  vsre  farsaars  and  both  middle  and  far 
distance  fa. lilies  osore  often  had  factory  workers  as  sain  earners .  Table  124 
presents  these  data. 
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Table  124 


REPORTED  OCCUPATION  OP  MAIN  EARNER  IN  RESPONDENT’S  FAMILY 
IT  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Occupation 

Total 

Number  of  Respondents* 

1545 

Professional  and  seal- 

professional 

9.5X 

Farmers 

8.7 

Proprietors  and 

Managers 

13.6 

Clerical  and  tales 

13.7 

Craftsmen,  foremen 

21.4 

Operatives 

14.0 

Service 

8.3 

Laborers 

4.2 

Mot  given 

6.6 

Distance 

from  Ground 

Track 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

560 

648 

337 

11. 3X 

8.3X 

8.9X 

6.1 

7.6 

15.4 

15.2 

12.3 

13.4 

17.3 

11.7 

J1.3 

17.1 

24.5 

22.6 

10.4 

17.4 

13.  i 

10.5 

7.6 

5.9 

3.4 

3.1 

3.v 

8.7 

5.5 

5.2 

*  Question  asked  only  *f  face  to  face  respondents , 


Noise  sensitivity:  Although  residents  in  all  distance  groups  see 
theraaelves  as  about  equally  sensitive  to  noise,  the  middle  distance  group 
reports  a  little  acre  noise  sensitivity  on  a  detailed  battery  of  noise 
annoyance  questions.  When  asked  directly,  "Would  you  say  you  were  more 
aensitive  or  less  sensitive  than  most  people  are  to  noise?",  about  15X 
said  'Haore  sensitive,"  44X  said  "less  sensitive"  end  38X  said  'about  the 
aazte".  All  distance  groups  had  about  the  same  pattern  of  answers,  as  can 
be  seen  in  Table  125. 
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Table  125 


REPORTED  OVERALL  SENSITIVITY  TO  NOISE 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


»*»srsCi  vp 

r>  s  1 1 1  vl  ty  Total 


aber  of  Respondent s*  1545 

re  than  others  14,87. 

>s  than  others  44.3 

ne  as  others  38.4 

n't  know  2.5 


}ue9tioo  asked  only  i f  face- 


Di  stanc e 

from  Ground 

Track 

6-8 

8-12 

12-16 

560 

648 

337 

15.47. 

14. n 

14. 9t 

43.6 

46.0 

42.3 

38.8 

37.2 

40.2 

2.2 

2.6 

2.6 

respondent 

8 

to-face 


Respondents  were  also  asked  to  indicate  whether  eight  different 
ids  of  noise?  ever  annoyed  them.  A  cumulative  index  of  noise  annoyance 
)  prepared  from  the  answers  to  these  questions  and  is  shown  in  Table  126. 
can  be  seen,  251  of  the  close  and  far  distant  area  residents  reported 
5  or  less  noise  annoyances  compared  to  only  19*  for  the  middle  distance 
sup.  Likewise,  the  middle  distance  group  reported  a  little  more,  3-4 
i*e  annoyances.  Thus,  by  the  four  noises  or  less  category,  all  diotance 
:wp*  were  about  the  sane.  This  slightly  greater  noise  sensitivity  is 
ns istent  with  previous  findings  that  this  group  reports  more  annoyance 
th  area  noises  (Table  80). 
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Table  1  ic» 


«oi:;e  sensitivity  nv :x  fo„  respondents 

BY  DISTANCE  FRld  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July . 1964 


Cumulative  Number 

Noises  Bother  Total 


l*u»ber  of  Respondents  1  ^4  5 

None  6.97. 

0°*  12.1 

Two  22.8 

Three  40.9 

Four  60. 9 

Five  78.8 

Si*  89.9 

Seven  97,3 

Eight  100.0 


Distance 

from  Ground 

Track 

0-6 

no 

i 

M 

N> 

12-16 

560 

648 

337 

9.37. 

4. 5Z 

7.47. 

14.5 

9.3 

1J.3 

25.2 

19.0 

25.8 

41.8 

38.4 

63.6 

61.1 

61.2 

59  3 

79./ 

76.6 

80.7 

90.6 

88.5 

90.8 

98.6 

96.5 

96.1 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

Experience  with  flying  as  a  passenger:  About  half  of  all  respondents 
said  they  had  srzzz  flown  In  an  airplane.  Clo-se  areo  resident*,  Itoweve  i , 
aaid  they  flew  a  little  more  often  and  more  recently.  Table  127  presents 
these  comparisons. 
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TabU  127 


REPORTED  FLYING  EXPERIENCES  AS  PASSENGER 
BY  DISTANCE  FRGH  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1964 


Distance 

from  Ground 

7*  nek 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

Number  of  Respondents 

1345 

360 

648 

337 

Number  of  Times  Flown 

None 

43.5% 

46.4% 

49.11 

31.01 

Some 

51.5 

53.6 

50  9 

69.0 

1-2 

20.6 

18.2 

27.5 

21.1 

2-4 

8.3 

9.1 

7.6 

8.3 

5+ 

20.3 

24.3 

18.4 

17.2 

Don '  t  k  n  ov 

2.3 

2.0 

2.4 

2.4 

Last  Time  Flew 

51.5%. 

53  T  6% 

50.91 

49.0% 

Less  than  1  year 

9.2 

11.8 

7.9 

7.4 

1-3  years  ago 

11.5 

13.9 

9.9 

10.7 

4  or  more  years 

27.8 

25-2 

29.5 

29.1 

Don't  know 

3.0 

2.7 

3.6 

1.8 

lifts . jdtlL.JtYlflU.9a:  Only  snail  difference*  were  reported  by  dif¬ 

ferent  distance  groups  with  respect  to  their  direct  ties  with  the  aviation 
industry .  The  closest  area  residents,  however,  reported  sii-thtly  less 
connections  with  the  aviation  industry.  About  32%  said  they  had  *ow 
connection  with  the  aviation  industry ,  of  which  14%  said  they  had  personal 
tie®  and  18%  said  nernbers  of  their  f  anil  lies  had  such  connections.  Only  71 
said  they  were  presently  employed  by  the  aviation  industry .  Table  128 
presents  these  reports. 
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Table  128 


RESPONDENT 

TIES  WIT!  THE  AVIATION 

INDUSTRY 

BY 

DISTANCE 

FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 

February- July  1964 

Type*  of  Ties 

Di  stanc  e 

from  Ground 

Track 

with  Aviation 

Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12-16 

fknsber  of  Respondents 

2033 

1048 

648 

337 

No  ties 

68.21 

71.01 

64.01 

67.47. 

Sene  ties 

31.8 

29.0 

36.0 

32.6 

Personal 

14.0 

11.6 

16.7 

16.3 

Family 

17.8 

17.4 

19.3 

16.3 

Feelings  about  the  Abaolutc  Necessity  of  H.r/ir;t  Local  Boorss  on 


General  approach:  The  previous  section  presented  the  overall 
reactions  to  sonic  booms  by  residents  of  the  Oklahoma  City  Arcs.  It  would 
be  desirable  to  combine  such  information  with  reports  fro®  a  number  of 
the  other  geographic  areas  throughout  the  United  States  in  order  to  obtain 
a  representative  picture  of  public  reactions  for  the  country  as  a  whole. 
Such  a  standard  approach,  however,  is  not  possible,  since  limitations 
of  time  and  expense  do  not  permit  the  repetition  of  this  comprehensive 
study  in  a  nationwide  sample  of  cosssunities .  Ar>  alternative  approach 
for  developing  broader  generalizations  of  sonic  boost  reactions  mmy  be 
found  in  the  analysis  of  factors  which  help  explain  the  wide  range  of 
responses  among  Oklahoma  City  residents. 

Not  all  Oklahoma  City  residents,  obviously,  felt  alike  or  reacted 
the  same  wary  toward  the  sonic  boom  exposures.  Some  residents  had  favor - 
ble  attitudes  which  fostered  greater  acceptance  of  the  boom  disturbances, 
while  others  had  opposite  feelings  which  encouraged  hostility  toward  the 
boons.  A  knowledge  of  such  aetitudinnl  variables  which  influence  adjust* 
nent  to  booms  can  be  used  to  establish  the  upper  and  lower  Units  of 
average  coraaunity  reactions  to  the  boosss .  The  extent  of  favorable  and 
unfavorable  sonic  boom  attitudes  will  differ  frees  ccsssunity  to  cemsmnity , 
but  by  establishing  the  reactions  associated  with  these  different  atti¬ 
tudes  ,  it  will  b»  possible  to  estimate  the  sonic  boom  response*  for  any 
particular  combination  of  favorable  and  unfavorable  attitudes  in  any 
particular  area.  It  is  thus  possible  to  derive  more  general  information 
about  tolerance  of  sonic  booms  froa  the  single  sec-pie  of  responses  in  the 
Oklahoma  City  are*-  j 

i  | 

Two  bffgjc  attitudes:  The  two  attitudes  which  will  be  discussed  first 
are  the  belief  in  the  absolute  necessity  of  having  an  SST  and  belief  that 
local  boocM  are  unavoidable  and  necessary  in  Okl&bossa  City.  These  atti¬ 
tudes,  which  might  be  influenced  by  proper  public  information  programs, 
are  extrewly  1  important  in  influencing  reactions  of  annoyance,  ccwplalnt, 
and  long  range  acceptability  of  booms.  In  the  analyses  that  follow,  it 
will  be  shown  that  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SSI  end  local  booses 
establish  a  minimum  expected  level  of  ccprssjnity  annoyance  ard  complaint , 
while  negative  attitude®  set  a  maximum  level  of  oon-at. ccptability . 


2.  Kelatlonahio  between  Feelings  about  the  Importance  o>:_  t  he -S3T 
»cd  Belief  in  the  Necesslvv  of  Havisa  Local  Bo  ora 

Exteat  Qi  these  attitudes:  In  the  previous  section  (Table  118) 
it  was  shown  that  in  Oklahoma  City,  35X  felt  the  development  of  the  SSI 
ms  absolutely  necessary,  3 12  felt  it  was  probsfciy  necessary  and  34% 
either  did  not  think  it  was  necessary  or  were  uncertain  of  their  views. 
Likewise,  it  was  shown  in  Table  112  that  521  of  all  residents  felt  that 
local  boons  were  absolutely  necessary  on  the  first  interview,  but  only 
38%  felt  as  favorable  on  the  third  interview. 

tele.tloo.ahlp  of  two  attitudes:  The  mcr  e  certain  a  person  felt  about 
the  importance  of  the  SST  the  more  likely  he  was  to  believe  that  local 
boosts  were  also  necessary  and  unavoidable.  This  inter-relationship  was 
almost  the  same  in  every  distance  group,  as  can  be  seen  in  Table  129. 

During  the  first  interview  period,  about  7UZ  of  those  who  felt  more  posi¬ 
tively  that  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  also  felt  local  booms  were 
necessary.  Forming  «  gradient  in  response,  only  57%  who  had  their  doubts 
and  felt  that  the  SST  was  probably  necessary  also  believed  that  local 
booms  were  unavoidable.  Likewise,  shoving  the  greatest  unfavorable 
attitudes,  only  29%  who  did  not  believe  the  SST  was  necessary  also  believed 
local  booms  were  necessary.  Thus,  differences  in  belief  about  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  the  SST  account  for  a  spread  of  45%  in  favorable  attitudes  toward 
the  necessity  of  local  booms,  i.e.,  from  74%  to  2S1. 

During  each  interview  period  the  basic  pattern  cf  inter-relationships 
remained  the  saaae,  but  as  the  intensity  of  the  boon  exposures  increased, 
the  number  who  continued  to  feel  that  local  booeas  were  necessary  decrease J. 
Overall,  on  the  third  interview,  only  55%  who  had  said  the  SSY  was  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  continued  to  feel  local  boosss  were  also  necessary  in 
Oklahoma  City.  In  contrast,  only  19X  of  those  persons  with  completely 
negative  feelings  about  the  SST  also  felt  that  local  booms  were  unavoid¬ 
able. 


It  ia  significant  to  note  that  if  residents  had  the  same  views  about 
the  necessity  of  the  SST,  their  vievj  about  the  local  necessity  of  the 
booms  were  also  similar,  despite  the  differences  in  the  d  stances  of 
their  homes  from  the  ground  track.  For  example,  glaring  tne  third  inter¬ 
view  period,  if  they  believed  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary,  51X  of 
the  closest  resident  compared  to  601  of  the  most  distant  residents 
believed  local  booms  were  necessary.  In  contrast,  if  they  did  not  believe 
in  the  SST,  only  19%  of  the  closest  residents  coshered  to  18%  of  the  most 
distant  residents  felt  the  booms  were  necessary. 


UyO&riD  8SLISP  IN  TK2  ABSOLUTS  NECESSITY  OF  LOCAL  BOOMS 
ST  BEI.Xtt'  IN  THS  NBCKSSITY  FOR  DEVELOPING  AN  3 ST 
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3.  Reports  of  Interference  by  Sonic  Bcccvt 

Ef fectf  of  attitudes  toward  boon:  Even  reports  of  Interference 
by  booms,  which  ahould  be  objective  experiences,  appeared  to  be  affected 
by  subjective  attitudes  toward  the  boon.  The  aniount  of  reported  inter¬ 
ference  varies  inversely  wit r  the  extent  to  which  there  were  favorable 
attitudes  toward  the  boom.  Persons  who  believed  the  SST  was  absolutely 
necessary  reported  the  anal  lest  amount  of  interference,  followed  by 
those  who  felt  the  SST  was  probabl)  necessary.  Persons  who  were  opposed 
to  the  SST  and  felt  it  was  not  necessary  consistently  reported  the  most 
interference.  This  pattern  was  maintained  ir.  all  interview  periods, 
but  on  the  third  interview  the  differences  narrowed  between  the  two 
favorable  attitude  groups,  i.e.,  those  who  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely 
or  probably  necessary.  On  the  first  interview,  65X  of  those  who  believed 
the  SST  absolutely  necessary  reported  only  vibrations  nr  no  interference 
compared  to  561  for  those  who  felt  the  SST  was  only  probably  necessary 
and  A3X  for  those  who  felt  the  SST  was  not  necessary.  On  the  third 
interview,  the  "absolutely  necessary”  group  reported  631  with  only  one 
or  no  inter ferences ,  compared  to  62X  for  the  'prcbsbly  necessary"  and 
A 2%  for  the  "not  necessary"  group. 

Range  ir  reported  interference:  The  ccmbinat  ion  of  favorable  atti¬ 
tudes  toward  the  SST  resulted  in  the  least  arsnunt  of  reported  interference 
while  the  opposite  or  hostile  ccwsfcination  of  attitudes  resulted  in  the 
roost  reported  disturbance.  On  the  third  interview,  73X  of  those  who  felt 
the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  and  that  local  booms  were  necessary 
reported  only  vibrations  or  no  interference.  In  contrast,  only  36X 
or  half  as  many,  reported  the  sasse  low  interference  if  they  aid  not  believe 
the  SST  was  necessary  or  that  local  booms  were  necessary.  The  average 
for  all  residents  in  Oklahoma  City,  regardless  of  attitudes  toward  the 
booms  and  SST,  was  5AX  (Table  83)  with  only  one  or  -.c  interferences,  or 
Ir  the  middle  of  the  range  of  361  to  73X. 

Distance  groups:  The  same  patterns  of  response  were  reported  by 

residents  in  all  distance  groups.  White  the  roost  interference  was 
consistently  reported  by  the  closest  residents  and  the  least  by  the 
raoat  distant,  the  gradient  of  respcr.se  was  roost  marked  in  the  second 
and  third  interviews  when  the  boom  intensities  were  highest.  On  the 
third  interview,  the  closest  residents  with  the  most  favorable  boexa 
attitudes  reported  68X  with  only  one  or  no  interferences,  compared  to 
7 OX  for  the  middle  distance  and  85X  of  the  farthest  distance  group# 
with  the  same  favorable  attitudes.  In  contract,  the  closest  residents 
with  the  least  favorable  attitudes  reported  only  33X  with  one  or  no 
interference,  compared  to  38X  for  the  middle  distance  and  'sTX  for  the 
farthest  distance  groups.  Table  130  p*esent»  these  findings. 


EHPOtTW  SUJSSA&Y  SCALE  OF  IHTE&FEILEHCE  BY  SONIC  BOCBtS 
BY  BELIEF  LH  NECESSITY  FOB  DEVELOPING  AN  S3T 

A1'”"-  NECESSITY  OP  LOCAL  BOOKS 
M  DISTANCE  PICK  GWXJ1®  TBACX 
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t4u*b<s r  of  ragpOfhJent*  667  369  298  598  263  335  650  U6  524 

4-5  16.1%  8.5%  25.51  18.4%  9.9%  25.1%  30,5%  7.5%  35.5% 

2-3  20.4  18.5  22.5  20.6  J5.2  24.8  27.4  21.5  28.6 

0-1  63.5  73.0  52.0  61.6  74.9  50.1  42.1  69.0  35.7 
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4  teporta  of  Annoyance  by  Sopjc  goons 

Effect  of  :  Annoyance  with  sonic  boc*x? 

appears  to  be  snore  affected  by  the  attitudes  people  have  toward  the  bccravs 
than  by  the  differences  in  physical  intensities  of  the  boons.  Residents 
who  believed  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  reported  less  annoyance 
than  those  who  felt  the  SST  was  only  probably  necessary.  Those  who  did 
not  feel  the  SST  was  necessary  reported  the  most  annoyance.  Ail  attitude 
groups  showed  an  increase  in  annoyance  ss  the  intensity  of  the  boom 
increased  over  time,  but  the  pattern  of  annoyance  «uong  attitude  groups 
remained  the  same.  In  the  first  interview,  2ZT  of  those  who  believed  the 
SST  was  necessary  were  more  than  a  little  annoyed.  During  the  third 
interview,  the  number  of  annoyed  persons  was  greater  for  all  attitude 
groups,  with  471  of  those  who  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary 
reporting  more  than  a  little  annoyance  compared  to  68X  for  those  who  did 
not  believe  in  the  SST. 

Range  In  reported,  anas ZZECSA*  Aa  in  the  case  of  reported  interference, 
the  combination  of  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SST  aid  local  boos®  re¬ 
sulted  in  the  least  annoyance  ar.d  the  opposite  ccrbinat  ion  of  unfavorable 
attitudes  resulted  in  the  most  annoyance.  In  the  third  Interview,  for 
example,  only  25%  of  the  people  with  most  favorable  attitudes  were  annoyed 
compared  to  76X  of  those  with  the  lee-c  favorable  attitudes  --  a  spread 
in  annoyance  of  over  SOX. 

In  the  sene  interview,  the  overall  differences  ir>  annoyance  between 
the  closest  and  most  distant  residents  was  only  20X  (Table  87).  Thus, 
for  the  magnitudes  of  the  sonic  booms  studied  in  Oklahoma  City,  the 
combination  of  attltudinal  differences  accounted  for  two-and-a- half 
times  more  annoyance  variance  than  the  distance  from  ground  track  or 
intensity  of  the  boom. 

Distance  groups:  As  can  be  seen  in  Table  131,  for  equal  attitude 
groups,  the  closest  residents  were  generally  more  annoyed  and  the  most 
distant  residet&s  were  the  least  annoyed.  For  example,  on  the  third 
interview,  the  closest  residents  with  the  most  favorable  attitudes  repor¬ 
ted  that  30%  were  annoyed  compared  to  12X  for  the  comparable  most  distant 
group.  Likewise,  the  closest  least  favorable  attitude  group  reported  81X 
annoyed,  compared  to  5V7.  for  the  comparable  most  distant  group. 
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Reports  of  fr-HLSlSg  ^nic  Bocrt 3 

Effect  00  attitudes:  Respondents '  belief  that  they  have  sus- 
-*asaage  froa  sonic  booths  appears  to  be  directly  related  to  ho»*"  1  1  - 
e«  toward  the  boons.  Those  persons  with  toe  most  negative  feelings 
he  boots  consistently  reported  the  Best  {Image.  About  27-231  of 
sons  who  felt  the  SST  was  not  necessary  reported  eosae  daasage  by 
uring  each  interview  period.  In  comparison,  only  151  of  those 
t  *:!■  •  SST  was  oeceisaar:  resorted  da.~o.ge  during  the  first  period, 
a  number  increased  to  17-211  on  the  third  interview.  Alesajfct  fea.f 
person*  who  felt  the  SST  wa*  not  necessary  reported  sorse  dosage 
the  six  months  petiod,  co.rps.red  to  only  about  a  third  of  those 
its  who  felt  favorable  toward  the  SST.  Moreover,  almost  a  fourth 
residents  hostile  to  the  SST  *aid  they  had  been  damaged  saore  than 
orapared  to  only  141  for  the  residents  vitn  favorable  attitudes. 

mee  in  reported,  dmggg:  The  ccvbin.at ior.  of  hostile  attitudes 
the  booms,  1 . e . ,  SST  raot  necessary  and  local  boom  not  necessary, 
;ently  reported  the  most  dsaije,  while  those  with  a  c cabinet  ion 
!ndly  attitudes  reported  the  least  dao^age.  Almost  a  third  of  the 
•stile  residents  reported  scses  dmage  each  interview  period,  com- 
.0  only  about  101  of  the  Most  favorable  group.  Overall,  561  of 
it  hostile  residents  reporter!  acre  damage  during  the  six  month 
,  compared  to  only  251  of  the  most  favorably  disposed  residents  -- 
t  of  311. 

t 

..stance  arcur*;  Identical  patterns  of  reported  dsxsage  are  found 
e  132  for  each  of  the  distance  groups.  The  closest  residents  re- 
the  most  damage,  followed  by  the  middle  distance  and  far  distance 
Almost  two-thirds  of  the  closest  residents  who  were  snort  ho  5- 
»  the  booms  reported  sera*?  damage  during  the  sis  months  study,  compared 
st  one-third  of  the  moat  friendly  group.  Likewise,  221  of  the  most 
t  residents  in  the  most  distant  ere-sa  reported  dessage  compared  to 
urn  101  of  the  wes  t  friendly  distant  residents . 

{feet  of  jtesiiBfc  gfesat  lg£&l  bocm :  It  ia  algal  f leant  to  note  that 
xjndents  felt  local  booms  were  necessary,  but  that  the  SST  was  not 
iry,  the  amount  of  damage  reported  was  almost  the  a  sera  *3  that  re- 
by  the  most  favorable  group.  Of  course,  only  201  of  those  who  felt 
f  was  not  necessary  felt  that  local  bocra  were  necessary.  But  when 
id  one  negative  and  one  positive  attitude,  they  also  felt  less  often 
ley  had  sustained  any  damage  from  the  booms.  This  clearly  indicates 
Kirtance  o;  belief  in  sonic  boon  do»age  on  attitudes  toward  the  conic 
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4-12  Biles 

Skasber  of  Respondents  232  138  94  20  3  83  l  !0  211  40  171 

iMlSA*  2/3-4/19  17.21  13. 7%  22.4%  15.6%  7.1%  21.6%  26.6%  5.0%  31.6% 

4/20-6/14  14.6  9.3  22.4  16.5  8.3  22.5  23.3  7.5  26.8 

6/15-7/25  17.2  9.3  2E.7  18.0  8.3  25.0  29.9  7.5  35.7 
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6.  Reports  of  Desires  to  Coaglaln  and  Actual  Complaints 
Atxyjt  the  Eowssa 

Senegal  complaint  DQ  teat  Lai  :  As  expected,  only  *rwhil  differences 
were  reported  on  the  general  conplaint  potential  by  respondents  with  dif¬ 
ferent  aonic  boon*  attitudes.  It  is  interesting  that  thote  who  believed 
in  the  importance  of  the  5 ST  usually  had  a  lower  general  cotrplaint  potential 
tiran  those  who  did  not  believe  in  the  SST.  About  75%  of  those  favorably 
disposed  toward  the  SST  had  no  general  complaint  aesires  cotrparcd  tc 
66X  of  those  hostile  to  the  SST.  This  pattern  of  response  was  reported 
by  all  distance  groups,  with  the  closest  residents  reporting  a  slightly 
larger  differential  between  persons  favorable  and  unfavorable  to  the  SST. 

Suasaarv  aoale  of  individual  coaxial  at  potential  on  sonic  booms:  Desires 
to  ccsnplain  about  sonic  booms  were  directly  related  to  favorable  and  un¬ 
favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  feelings  about  the  necessity  of 
local  bootsn .  Ptrscna  who  felt  favorable  toward  the  SST  were  less  likely 
to  have  a  desire  to  complain  than  persons  who  were  hostile  to  the  SST. 

This  pattern  persisted  in  each  distance  group  and  in  each  interview  period, 
bfhile  only  6%  cf  all  persons  who  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary 
felt  like  complaining  about  the  boom*  during  the  first  interview,  30X  of 
those  who  did  not  feel  the  SST  was  necessary  felt  like  complaining. 

Desires  to  complain  remained  surprisingly  stable  over  the  six 
asontha  study,  despite  the  increases  in  annoyance  already  reported.  Those 
with  favorable  attitude?  toward  the  SST  reported  only  a  7X  increase  in 
desires  to  complain  while  persons  with  hostile  attitudes  reported  only 
n  IX  change. 

The  combination  of  hostile  attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  local  booms 
produced  the  greatest  desire  to  complain.  Over  a  third  of  all  persons 
wich  the  most  hostile  attitudes  felt  like  complaining  compared  to  only 
2-3X  of  those  with  the  «*?«(  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  booms  --  pro¬ 
ducing  a  difference  of  33X  in  desires  to  complain  between  the  extreme 
attitude  groups. 

The  close  and  middle  distance  groups  were  alike  in  response  for 
persons  with  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SST,  but  the  close  groups 
vith  hostile  feelings  toward  the  SST  were  a  little  more  desirous  of 
complaining  than  the  comparable  middle  distance  groups.  The  most  dis¬ 
tant  groups,  however,  were  consistently  lowest  ;n  their  desires  to 
complain  in  all  interview  periods.  While  about  1 5%  of  the  close  and 
middle  distance  respondents  with  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SST 
felt  like  complaining,  only  about  8%  in  the  moat,  distant  groups  felt 
this  way.  Close  residents  with  hostile  attitudes  toward  the  SST  repor¬ 
ted  that  36X  were  cotaplaint  prone  on  the  third  interview,  compared  to 
291  of  the  comparable  middle  distance  and  17X  of  the  farthest  distance 
groups.  In  the  close  distance  groups,  persons  with  the  most  favorable 
attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  local  boora  reported  only  3%  lelt  like  com¬ 
plaining  at  the  end  of  the  study  compared  to  4ZX  of  the  close  residents 
with  the  nost  hostile  attitudes  --  a  spread  of  39%  in  complaint  potentials. 


GEKS&AL  CdffUIKT  fCTESTlAL  —  PEESCKS  P2LT  LISLE  CCWPIAINDSS 
3Y  MLXSf  IN  N2CE3.5HT  FCS  DEVELOflXS  AN  SJT 
AND  HBCES3XXY  OP  LOCAL  gO®€3 
BY  DISTANCE  FECH  CaOUHD  TSAC& 
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Summary  scale  of  organizational  ccralalat.  potential  po,  ignis. 
booms :  Readiness  to  complain  if  the  complaint  activity  is  organized  was 
directly  related  to  residents  attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  the  boom. 

About  101  of  those  persons  who  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary 
•aid  they  would  cocplain  if  asked,  compared  tc  17Z  who  felt  the  SST  was 
probably  necessary  and  38%  who  did  not  feel  the  SST  was  necessary.  Only 
31  of  the  most  favorable  attitude  group  (felt  the  SST  was  absolutely 
necessary  and  local  boom  were  also  necessary)  'aid  they  would  complain 
if  askei  compared  to  421  of  the  stoat  hostile  group. 

It  is  interesting  to  rote  that  the  difference  between  readiness  to 
complain  on  one's  own  personal  initiative  (Table  134)  and  under  organized 
pressure  was  relatively  small.  Only  4-91  more  residents  said  they  would 
complain  if  asked  to  do  so  by  a  local  organization.  This  larger  organi¬ 
sational  complaint  potential  reported  on  the  first  interview  generally 
corresponds  closely  to  the  reported  personal  readiness  to  complain  on 
the  third  interview.  Thus,  for  the  magnitudes  of  the  booms  studied, 
it  is  likely  that  the  third  interview  represents  the  maximum  personal 
complaint  potential  in  the  Oklahora  City  area.  Table  135  presents  these 
data. 


Reported  actual  ccreolalnts  about  sonic  booms:  Only  a  small  minority 
of  residents  actually  ca^ed  or  wrote  the  FAA  about  the  sonic  Hooras . 

Only  3%  of  the  residents  with  favorable  SST  attitudes  said  they  contacted 
the  FAA,  compared  to  81  of  those  with  hostile  attitudes.  About  27  of 
those  persons  with  the  combinations  of  favorable  boom  attitudes 
actually  called  car-pared  to  12%  of  the  most  negative  group  —  a  spread 
of  only  10Z. 

The  same  patterns  of  behavior  were  reported  for  all  distance  groups, 
with  the  closest  residents  with  hostile  attitudes  reporting  the  most 
complaints  and  tht  most  distant  reside.. ts  reporting  the  least  complaints. 
About  15%  of  the  meat  hostile  residents  living  0-8  miles  from  ground 
track  said  they  complained  to  the  FAA,  compared  to  only  IX  of  the  most 
distant  residents  with  favorable  boom  attitudes  —  a  spread  of  14%. 

While  over  80%  cf  the  actual  complainers  with  the  most  favorable 
attitudes  only  called  cnce,  over  half  of  tie  complainers  with  the  most 
hostile  attitudes  called  more  than  once.  Thus,  those  with  hostile  basic 
attitucs  toward  the  SST  and  local  booms,  net  only  called  more  oiten  Dut 
more  of  theta  called  at  least  once. 

Feelings  of  futility  in  complaining  about  booms:  Widespread  feeling 
of  futility  in  complaining  about  booms  partly  explains  the  low  levels 
of  cossplaint.  Less  than  4%  felt  there  was  a  "very  good"  chance  to  do 
something  about  the  booms;  another  10%  felt  there  was  a  "good"  chance  to 
accomplish  something  by  complaining .  Thus,  only  a  small  minority  felt 
it  might  be  useful  to  complain.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  only  10% 
of  the  most  hostile  group,  who  most  often  felt  like  complaining,  thought 
there  was  even  a  good  chance  to  accomplish  semathing  by  complaining.  Like 
vise,  the  closest  residents,  who  were  most  intensly  affected  by  the  booms 

r-mnnirtmA  fh*  amt _ fMHmm  of _ ftiM  Hfv _ T»M  * _ 1T7  _ fcJmao—. 
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Hucber  of  Respondents  177  89  88  188  80  108  196  29  167 
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7.  Lotm  Range  Acceptability  of 


Relation  to  attitude  tcv-n'd  SST;  Self  appraisals  of  long  range 
acceptability  of  eight  booms  per  day  for  an  indefinite  period  are  directly 
related  to  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  local  boosts.  While 
persons  who  believed  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  and  those  who  only 
felt  it  was  probably  necessary  equally  felt  they  could  accept  eight  booms 
on  a  long  term  basis,  the  former  group  were  wore  certain  in  their  con¬ 
victions  that  they  could  accept  the  boons.  Both  favorable  groups,  how¬ 
ever,  were  *ore  willing  to  accept  the  boosa  than  those  unfavorable  to  the 
SST.  In  the  first  interview,  98%  of  all  persona  who  believed  the  SST  ab¬ 
solutely  necessary  also  felt  they  could  accept  che  indefinite  booms, 
with  90%  saying  they  could  very  likely  accept  thera.  Those  who  felt  the 
SST  was  only  probably  necessary  said  967.  could  accept  the  indefinite  booms, 
but  only  79%  thought  they  very  likely  could  accept  them.  In  contrast, 
only  82%  of  those  who  did  not  believe  the  SST  was  necessary  thought  they 

could  learn  to  accept  tne  boors ,  but  only  57%  felt  they  very  likely  could 

accept  them. 

Relation  to  J  ntenaity  of  boprs  oyer  tire?:  As  the  intensity  of  the 
actual  booms  increased,  the  self  appraisals  of  leng  range  acceptability 
decreased.  This  trend  was  evident  in  all  attitude  groups.  By  the  third 
interview,  82X  of  the  group  nest  favorable  to  the  SST  felt  they  could 
live  with  the  booms,  ccrcpared  to  811  of  the  next  most  favorable  group 
and  631  of  those  who  did  not  believe  the  SST  was  necessary.  In  terms 
of  certainty  of  conviction,  chose  who  believed  the  SST  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  were  also  cost  certain  they  could  accept  the  boons.  About  651  of 

theta  said  they  "very  likely"  could  accept  the  booms  compared  to  60%  of 

those  who  felt  the  SST  was  only  probably  necessary  and  39%  who  felt  the 
SST  was  not  necessary. 

Wide  range  in  reactions:  The  combination  of  favorable  SST  and 
local  boon  attitudes  again  produced  the  racst  long  range  acceptance 
of  the  booms .  On  the  third  interview,  92%  of  those  with  the  most  favor¬ 
able  attitudes  felt  they  could  accept  the  boors* ,  and  821  felt  they  'Very 
likely"  could  accept  them.  In  contrast,  only  57%  of  those  with  the  most 
hostile  attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  local  booms  felt  they  could  learn 
to  live  with  the  boo ess,  and  only  31%  felt  they  "very  likely"  could  accept 
them.  This  is  a  spread  of  351  in  overall  acceptance  between  the  extremes 
in  attitude  groups  and  511  in  certainty  of  acceptance.  It  la  signifi¬ 
cant  to  note,  however,  that  a  majority  of  even  the  cost  hostile  groups 
felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with  the  booms . 


TOTAL!  6/15-7/25 

Nus2>«  of  Eeftparaleots  718  3S6  322  636  279  357  679  128  551 

Very  likaly  65.21  81. SI  44.7%  59. SI  61.71  42.51  39.3%  75.81  30. 
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fiiaLaaga-iaaa&ia. •  The  sesse  patterns  of  loe*g  range  acceptance  of 
bcosas  were  reported  in  all  distance  groups .  Overall  acceptance  was 
greatest  in  tne  tzost  distant  areas,  followed  by  Lite  Biddle  atvd  close 
distance  groups.  During  the  first  two  interviews,  th®  close  and  middle 
distance  groups  were  alike  in  overall  acceptance  of  the  boom,  but  the 
middle  distance  residents  were  taore  certain  of  their  convictions.  The 
far  distant  group,  however,  was  consistently  highest  in  its  acceptance 
of  the  boors .  During  th®  first  interview,  98%  of  the  close  residents 
with  the  belief  th&t  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  felt  they  could 
accept  the  indefinite  beers  compared  to  95%  of  the  comparable  middle 
distance  and  99%  of  the  far  distance  groups.  In  contrast,  those 
living  in  the  close  areas  who  believed  the  SST  was  not  necessary  reported 
that  79%  could  accept  the  boons  cospsred  to  80%  of  th®  middle  distance 
and  90%  of  the  equally  hostile  far  distance  groups.  On  the  third 
interview,  the  number  who  believed  they  could  live  with  th®  booms  dropped 
to  78%  for  the  close  residents  who  were  favorable  to  the  SST,  compared 
to  85X  for  the  favorable  middle  distance  and  89%  for  the  favorable  far 
distant  residents.  In  the  close  areas,  on  the  third  interview,  about 
53%  of  the  residents  who  did  not  believe  in  the  SST  or  the  necessity 
of  local  boosr.3,  felt  they  could  live  with  the  bowsa.  Thia  was  the 
lowest  traounc  of  acceptance  reported  by  any  group  and  still  represented 
a  small  majority  of  the  residents  in  that  group. 

Mpht  free—?*  Respondents  anticipated  that  they  would  be  leas  able 
to  live  with  several  boosn  per  night.  Those  who  were  favorably  disposed 
toward  the  SST  reported  that  75-80%  felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with 
r»igbt  boosts  compared  to  98%  who  said  they  could  accept  day  boo®*.  In 
contrast,  only  44%  who  were  hostile  to  the  SST  said  they  could  accept 
day  boosts .  Differences  in  response  by  the  diff erect  distance  groups  ware 
small.  The  most  favorable  attitude  group  reported  that  @4%  could  accept 
night  bec-s,  while  the  least  favorable  group  reported  that  only  40%  could 
accept  them  --  a  range  of  44%  in  expected  night  boos  acceptance. 


These  answers  are  the  best  available  evidence  of  night  boow  reaction. 
However,  since  the  respondents  didn't  actually  experience  any  night  feooets 
and  alnce  the  answers  ware  based  oa  speculations  and  actual  day  time 
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C.  gffgcta  cn  ga  act lens  to  Scnle  Boons  by  Fsalig.ga  About  Kcceesity  of 
Local  Bocg!3  and  "Kore  Than  A  Little'*  Annoyance  with  Bom.® 

1.  Analysis  Plza 

This  section  of  th«  report  will  present  the  relationships  be¬ 
tween  annoyance  with  sonic  boons  and  feelings  about  Its  necessity  with 
reports  of  Interference,  desires  to  ro&plain,  long  range  adaptability 
and  other  related  reactions.  It  will  be  shown  that  belief  In  the  neces¬ 
sity  of  local  bocss  raid  air;  a  a  negative  responses  to  the  boms,  while 
belief  that  the  booms  era  not  necessary  coupled  with  annoyance  feelings 
produces  the  stasissssa  hostility  toward  the  boons. 

Four  basic  aaaalytlc  groups:  Respondents  were  grouped  Into  four 
besic  analytical  groups,  according  to  their  reported  attitudes  at  the 
end  of  th*  study.  Persona  ware  grouped  according  to  whether  or  not  they 
believed  local  boars  were  absolutely  necessary  and  then  whether  or  not 
they  ware  sore  than  a  little  annoyed  by  the  bo<ra»  el  the  end  of  the  six 
month  exposure. 

2.  Trends  In  Belief  In  the  Mecesalty  of  Local  Boms 

Extent  of  shift®  In  belief;  Those  who  ended  the  study  with  the 
belief  in  the  necessity  of  local  boons  usually  held  this  view  frea  the 
beginning  of  the  study.  Over  761  of  such  persons  started  the  study  with 
this  favorable  view  and  kept  it  throughout  tha  a lx  month*.  Less  than  one 
fourth  of  all  persons  who  ended  the  study  with  a  favorable  view  started 
the  study  with  a  hostile  attitude.  In  contrast,  only  61X  of  those  per¬ 
sona  who  ended  the  survey  with  the  negative  belief  that  local  boms  were 
not  necessary  started  with  this  negative  view;  39*  changed  from  a  favor¬ 
able  attitude  to  an  unfavorable  one  during  tha  six  month  period.  Thus, 
there  were  more  shifts  to  hostile  feelings  than  to  favorable  feelings  dur 
ing  the  course  of  the  study. 

Effects  of  favorable  end  unfavorable  combinations  of  attitudes:  Per 
son®  who  were  not  annoyed  with  boons  at  the  end  of  the  study  and  who  felt 
they  were  necessary  locally,  showed  the  greatest  consistency  In  favorable 
attitudes.  About  502,  of  thesa  felt  local  bocsss  were  necessary  throughout 
the  six  month  period.  Th*  opposite  combination  of  attitudes  also  thernd 
stable  hostile  feelings  toward  the  bocssa.  Only  3*1  of  all  parsons  who 
ended  the  study  both  annoyed  and  feeling  that  local  boosts  were  not  neces¬ 
sary  felt  tha  beams  ware  necessary  at  th®  beginning  of  th®  study. 

Distance  grevos;  All  distance  groups  war®  very  ouch  silks  In  both 
patterns  end  cstsat  of  feelings  About  th®  necessity  of  local  boos®. 

Table  140  presents  tfessa  trends. 
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3.  Reported  Interference  with  Sonic  Rooms 


Relations  to  belief  In  necessity  of  bocra:  Persona  who  b«- 
l&ivod  in  the  necessity  of  local  bocs-s  reported  lest  interference  by  tt 
beoBfl «  In  fact,  they  t spotted  lea„  interference  cm  the  third  boom  aerl 
then  on  tbo  first.  In  comparison,  persons  who  felt  local  bocsa  were  n< 
nates eery,  reported  sere  Interference  at  the  end  of  the  study.  About  I 
of  thoee  persons  who  fait  local  boosts  vert  necessary  reported  only  one 
(vibration  or  no  interferences  on  the  first  interview  compared  to  501  of 
those  persons  with  hostile  views.  On  the  third  interview,  73X  of  chest 
with  favorable  feelings  reported  only  one  or  no  interferences  compared 
441  of  thoee  who  did  not  feel  the  bec®a  necessary. 

Effects  of  favorable  and  unfavorable  ccrobinatlons  of  attitudes; 
least  amount  of  interference  van  reported  by  persons  with  the  moat  fsv< 
able  attitudes  toward  tbs  boost,  and  the  most  interference  was  reporter 
by  persons  with  the  opposite  c cabinet! cm  of  views.  Over  851  of  all  pet 
sons  who  believed  local  booms  were  necessary  and  were  not  annoyed  repot 
only  «1  alma  1  interference  cm  the  third  interview  (0*1  activities),  cc®| 
ed  to  only  28%  of  those  who  felt  local  boots#  ware  not  necesoary  and  wei 
also  annoyed  --  a  spread  of  57%  in  interference  response®. 

Distance  groups:  Similar  patterns  of  response  were  reported  by  a! 
distance  groups,  with  the  close  are®  residents  reporting  the  roost  intcj 
ference,  followed  in  order  by  the  middle  and  far  distance  groups.  Thl< 
gradient  in  response  was  especially  evident  during  th®  third  interview 
for  the  roost  hostile  group.  Only  24%  of  the  close  residents  who  did  n* 
believe  booms  necessary  and  were  annoyed,  reported  roinirousa  interferenc< 
compared  to  36%  of  the  slsLilar  aiddle  distance  group  and  38%  of  the  fai 
distance  group. 

4.  Reported  Kora  Than  A  Little  Annoyance  with  Sonic 

Relation  to  feelings  about  necessity  of  booms:  Annoyance  vrai 
inversely  related  to  feelings  about  the  necessity  of  local  boons.  Onl; 
28%  of  those  who  felt  the  booms  were  necessary  were  also  annoyed  by  thi 
at  tbe  end  of  the  study,  c (spared  to  69%  who  ware  annoyed  and  felt  th® 
bocas  were  not  necessary  --  a  spread  of  41%  in  response. 

Trend  la  annoyance:  Those  not  annoyed  who  felt  local  boons  neces- 
sary  and  those  annoyed  who  fait  bocn.3  were  not  necessary  reported  the 
least  change  in  annoyance.  Only  12%  of  these  who  felt  the  boo*#  were 
necessary  end  were  not  annoyed  at  the  end  of  the  study  reported  annoy¬ 
ance  cn  the  first  interview,  car-pared  to  13%  on  the  second  interview. 
Likewise,  of  those  who  felt  the  booms  ware  net  necessary,  but  were  net 
annoyed  at  the  end  of  the  study,  22%  reported  annoyance  cn  the  first 
interview  and  26%  on  tbe  second  interview.  These  respond ants  reflect 
the  a®o*a»t  of  adaptation  or  decreases  in  annoy  .sacs  over  time. 


7 


-  222  - 


i 

t(«N 

H  « 

S5 

o 

o 

r-  «n 

*5 

t 

s  6 

3 

•  •  • 

0»  N  in 

r>* 

00 

•  •  • 

^  *n  o 

>-t 

r» 

• 

r-% 

•  • 
fO  CO 

m 

*> 

• 

o 

•  • 

PS.  c-4 

o 

M3 

m 

ss  r: 

r4 

cs  o 

«-4 

N  r* 

■-4 

f*4 

CM  O 

o 

e. 

-atl 

* 

| 

TS 

it 

ts«-» 

K  o  ® 

« 

o 

S 

GO 

g* 

<o 

u 

i 

o 

PN» 

•  •  • 

n  c< 

N 

N 

•  •  • 
cm  ro  <? 

«n 

m 

• 

N 

•  • 
nJ  <*> 

p«* 

<f 

• 

r-* 

•  • 

«  N 

00 

cn 

O 

& 

m  n  t<i 

O 

«  -J  N 

<r 

&S  CM 

H 

CM 

N  -J 

#«4 

CM 

K 

| 

•«* 

! 

C  W  H 

8  &>  to 

u 

4  O 

5$ 

OO  M3 

£ 

© 

•  •  f 

o 

•  •  9 

-j 

* 

•  • 

CM 

• 

•  • 

# 

y 

0  4  0 

IT) 

<p  p^  r** 

« 

cs 

(33  00 

H 

CM 

co  co 

9"4 

CO 

O 

M3 

M> 

wnrt 

>o 

cn 

cm  <n 

CM 

CM 

N  -J 

CM 

«m4 

H 

© 

m 

Spin 

h  rt  M 

£ 

<n  o 

« 

y  b* 

H 

•  •  « 

M> 

•  •  • 

o 

•  •  * 

•n 

• 

•  • 

•PI 

4 

O  O 

«n 

O  lf|  0 

m 

cn  co  oo 

<? 

cm  «n  <? 

r-, 

00 

pm4 

ss  c 

3 

M  O 

CM 

63 

CM 

.-C  <3 

•*4 

CM  M3 

H 

M 

f© 

«? 

«8< 

O 

Si 

rs 

S  cm  in 

So  o  co 

Son 

«n  cm 

a 

1 

? 

©-4 

on 

•  •  • 
n  o  <o 

s 

•  •  • 

O  <©  CM 

a 

•  •  • 

ck>  cc  cn 

m 

N 

• 

•  • 

«n  cm 

CM 

CM 

4 

g 

«M 

H  M  *1 

•-4 

w  m  4 

ft 

CN  W  4 

4  «n 

1 

** 

«c 

| 

*-« 

I* 

•MOO 

S  -j  <r 

g 

*r>  m 

« 

CM 

•  •  • 

o 

•  •  • 

«n 

•  •  • 

80 

• 

•  • 

P** 

4 

u 

O 

O*  O  <9 

CO 

o»N«n 

vO 

-4  CO  O 

00 

£  -£ 

CO 

4 

O 

r» 

CM  « 

n 

H  P^ 

<*•> 

H  H  Is* 

c-4 

CM  <0 

H 

M 

l 


0-1  75.9  40.9  82.6  49.1  39.2  71.2 


223  - 


e'¬ 

er* 


£>  *r>  ir* 
... 
r»  O  n 
ft  cO 


s 


N  »  S>> 
... 
O  «n  cn 


M 

nN» 
... 
.#  CM  CM 
N  I-. 


«  O  ift 
... 
r*»  O  cm 

N  f«. 


K 

*-4  »-4  CO 

H 

<o  m  o« 

S  to 

m  o  eo 

Q 

•  •  • 

mo 

•  •  • 

M» 

•  •  • 

© 

•  •  • 

•3 

cr» 

<?■  O  co 

Cfc 

© 

cn  e» 

r-t 

rt  ni^ 

r-4  <f 

N<n  fl 

n  «  «n 

r* 

-?  cn 

«** 

H 

m  vs  et 

Jm  o>  09 

r* 

<* 

•  • 

CO  « 

• 

o 

cS 

•  ®  • 

mct 

fid 

... 

*r*  ©*  «o 

o 

N 

•  •  • 

•■4  <fr  <f 

H 

CM  CM 

#•4  CM  MS 

H 

■MNn 

H 

CM  CM  m 

£ 

© 

a 

O  co 

H 

»  f9 

jpc'JJ 

©wo 

CM 

• 

• 

• 

~T 

<► 

•  • 

n 

... 

•  •  • 

*-4 

CM 

<•0 

CM 

ri 

sn 

CM 

CM  C9  TO 

HO© 

H 

*-4 

02 

CM  N 

r-t 

O 

p4 

N 

CM 


3 


•*  _ 

fc* 

9* 

•4 

H  09  O 

N  \o 

■4T  r*>  cn 

<3K 

•  •  • 

CO 

•  • 

• 

flO 

... 

m 

•  •  • 

os  o  O 

CM 

O  CD 

O 

CM 

rC  CJ\  O 

CM 

H  (W  40 

^  m 

H  CM 

n«  w 

CM  <&  «•> 

a 

MO 

** 

M> 

<? 

o 

6  MD  -S 

pa 

vO  O' 

an 

• 

• 

• 

CM 

• 

• 

• 

H 

•  •  • 

tn 

.  . 

• 

<n 

00 

r** 

m 

CM 

CO 

M>  -sf  O 

®* 

<  MT 

Q 

H 

r*% 

H 

CM 

r4 

rH 

H 

H 

<© 

»n 

CM 


«r> 


e 

m 

•o 

c 

l 


~  at 


e 

r-4 

t 

*-4 

I 

CO 


o 

*4 


o  n  ^ 

i  i  i 

<t  **  o 


a 

S> 


CM 


•g 


sO 


I 

CM 


i  i  g 
■f  NO 


vD 

I 

O 

CM 


O 

9 

CM 


m  c*>  «-< 

I  9  5 

4  N  O 


c 

« 


8. 

tt 

& 

Oi 

o 


I 

« 


6  8 


9 

O 


Increases  la  annoyance  ova r  ties  ware  reported  sore  often  than  de¬ 
creases  la  ecsseyeoce.  Persona  who  felt  local  be  era  necessary  but  ware 
eoaoyed  at  the  end  of  the  study  shewed  the  greatest  Increase  In  annoy- 
m co  over  tiao.  Gal  y  coa-third  of  thesa  via  re  annoyed  on  the  first  Inter¬ 
view,  and  only  5£X  on  the  second  interview.  Thus,  alcost  half  be esse 
annoyed  batwsen  the  sec  end  cud  third  Interviews.  In  contrast,  56X  of 
those  who  fait  the  bcctsa  were  not  necessary  and  who  were  annoyed  at  the 
and  of  the  study,  were  also  annoyed  co  the  first  interview,  and  62%  were 
annoyed  eo  the  sec  cad  interview.  Thus,  about  one- third  of  these  hostile 
residents  Increased  their  asacyeace  frea  the  second  to  third  periods. 

Distance  groir^s;  Similar  patterns  of  response  war®  reported  by  ell 
distance  groups,  The  closest  residents  generally  reported  the  moat  en- 
noyaase  at  the  end  of  the  study,  followed  by  the  middle  end  distant 
groups.  Of  those  who  felt  local  bccss  war®  necessary,  34X  of  the  close 
residents  were  acseyod  compared  to  i$X  oL  the  middle  distance  and  14X 
of  the  far  distant  groups.  Of  those  who  felt  the  booms  were  not  neces¬ 
sary,  73X  of  the  does  residents  were  annoyed,  compared  to  £0X  of  the 
middle  distance  end  53X  of  the  far  distant  groups.  Table  142  presents 
these  f iodines. 
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8-12  ©ilea:  6/13-7/25 

Musber  of  Raapondenta  134  22  112  197  140  5  7 

Hare  than  a  llttla  16.4%  1(H). 0%  —  80.01  100. OX 

Little  or  none  83.5  -»  100.0  20.0  —  100.0 
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5.  Reports  of  Passage  by  Sonic  Eoctai 

Rglatlca  to  attitudes  toward  bo<?aa:  Reports  of  dmajs  were 
directly  related  to  unfavorable  attitudes  toward  th«  hocus® .  R©aid«at@ 
who  fait  the  boons  were  not  necessary  reported  eons  daaaga  twice  as 
of  tea  as  persons  who  fait  the  b  ©era  tt®.  necessary.  Annoyed  p-arsoas 
reported  drnag®  three  tisaas  sore  often  fchsaa  not  annoyed  parsons.  Resi¬ 
dents  with  the  caoblnatioa  of  hostile  beers  attitudes  reported  dasag® 
■oat  frequently,  while  the  opposite  favorable  combination  of  attitudes 
was  related  Co  the  least  dosage  reports.  Alsscat  half  of  all  persons 
who  felt  the  boon®  were  not  necessity  reported  iocs  dosage,  with  ene- 
fourth  reporting  deaag®a  two  or  three  K  lotas  during  the  study.  In  c ca¬ 
parison,  only  221  of  the  residents  who  felt  the  boom  were  necessary 
reported  sea®  dosage,  and  only  7%  reported  dosage  two  ox  three  tins®  3. 
Alaoee  601  of  tha  annoyed  persons  ®ho  also  felt  local  torn*  warn  un¬ 
necessary  reported  scrae  dssaisge  ccspared  to  only  151  of  th©  resident® 
with  the  opposite  raost  favorable  attitudes  --  a  spread  of  A 51  in  al¬ 
leged  d»sge  reports. 

Matancc  group®;  All  distance  groups  manifested  th®  6»;  pattern® 
of  daaaga  reports,  but  the  closest  residents  reported  the  rsoet  damage, 
follcwsd  by  the  middle  and  far  distance  goo  ups.  In  the  closest  ares®, 
two- third®  of  tha  moot  hostile  attitude  group  reported  aos©  d-ssssge, 
coopered  to  only  2G1  of  tha  most  favorable  attitude  group. 
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6.  Reports  of  Psalrcs  to  Ccs?plala  and  Actual  Ccs^lalnta  about  tha 
Bogea 


General  ce^laint  potential:  Respondents  who  did  not  believe 
local  beesa  wars  necessary  end  were  annoyed  by  the  bofflts  elao  had  a 
•  lightly  higher  general  ccsplalnt  potential .  About  76X  of  those  who 
ware  favorable  to  the  boons  had  no  desire  to  complain  about  a  general 
problem  Caspar ed  to  674  who  felt  local  booaa  were  not  necessary,  and 
65X  who  also  were  annoyed  by  the  bocss.  Identical  patterns  of  general 
readiness  to  c explain  were  reported  by  all  distance  groups.  Thus, 
•bout  one- fourth  of  those  who  were  favorable  to  the  sonic  boms  had 
some  general  complaint  potential  c crpared  to  about  one-third  of  those 
who  were  hostile  to  the  booms.  Cassplaint  activities  related  to  sonic 
bosna  Bust  be  compered  to  these  general  cuzplaint  patterns.  Table  144 
presents  these  general  caaplalnt  responses. 


GEHESAL  CCStFLAIHT  POTiaTIALj  PSILSOIIS  FILT  LIKE  CCKPLAIlfllfC 
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Scmaary  reala  of  ledivldnal  ccmlalnt  potential  on  scmic  bocas: 
Effect  of  fatallnpa  about  necessity  of  bocaa:  This  •action  will  exmin« 
tlM  r©spffi3dcat*8  cam  desires  to  ccrplain  independent  of  any  organised 
aacooregsssat.  Individual  desires  to  explain  about  the  boosts  ware 
directly  related  to  the  belief  that  bocaa  were  cot  necessary  and  that 
they  assayed  the  resident.  About  211  of  all  who  felt  the  bocaa  were 
not  accessary  also  felt  like  cosplalnicg  about  tfcea  on  the  first  inter¬ 
view,  centered  to  only  41  who  fait  the  boose  were  necessary.  By  the  end 
of  the  study,  3GX  with  hostile  feelings  felt  like  complaining  ccEpored 
to  only  41  of  these  with  favorable  feelings. 

Effect  of  aracynrca  cni  fcellcpa  about  lack  of  necessity  of  local 
bocra;  About  2£1  with  the  caabinatloa  of  Boat  hostile  feelings  felt 
like  c explaining  about  the  boccsa  during  the  first  interview.  By  the 
third  Interview,  the  masher  of  Boat  hostile  residents  desiring  to  com¬ 
plain  increased  to  411.  In  ccrsperincn,  the  residents  scat  friendly  to 
the  boons  reported  that  only  21  wanted  to  cmsplain  on  the  first  inter¬ 
view  and  only  11  on  the  third  interview  --  a  spread  of  401  between  the 
two  entrees  groups. 

It  la  Interesting  to  nets  that  if  residents  were  not  annoyed  but 
felt  local  beesns  ware  not  necessary,  their  desire  to  cosplain  was  much 
leas  than  the  casparable  annoyed  group.  Ca  the  third  interview,  only 
31  of  the  not  annoyed  who  felt  local  boons  were  not  necessary  also 
wanted  to  ccsxplaln  compared  to  411  for  the  annoyed  who  were  hostile  to 
local  boons. 

Distance  grcucs:  All  of  the  distance  groups  reported  the  »mm  pat¬ 
tern  of  responses.  The  scat  hostile  close  residents  reported  a  little 
■ore  desire  to  ccsrplain,  with  431  of  them  having  a  ccsplaint  potential 
on  the  third  interview,  e Caspar ed  to  401  for  the  middle  distance  group 
and  301  for  tha  ecet  distant  group.  Table  145  these  finding®. 


Table  145 
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TOTAL:  6/15-7/25 

Number  of  Respondent!  758  215  543  1157  800  357 

High  1.6%  4.7%  .4%  17.5%  24.3%  2.5% 

Moderate  2.6  7.4  .7  12.4  16.8  2.5 

Low  95.8  87.9  98.9  70.1  58.9  95.0 
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8-12  Mil* a:  6/15-7/25 

Huubar  o£  Raapondanta  134  22  112  197  140  57 

High  -  X  -  X  -  X  16. 8%  22.  IX  3.5X 


Cggafflsca  of  s^rr^ral  aad  bc?ra  ccyplalnf  potentials :  For  *11  groups 
*bo  bsliewd  local  bcczsa  were  tteceseary,  the  becxa  ccsplaint  potential  was 
trach  lc3«  thaa  the  gsssral  ecsplaint  potential.  Only  ths  eracynd  who 
felt  b«sss  wars  act  tsseesscry  had  *  boca  ccsnpiaint  potential  la  esc  ess  of 
tbs  general  ecs^laiat  potential .  Table  146  presents  these  ccsspar tacos 
for  all  diet saca  groups  eerbissd  for  the  third  period  only.  Other  eicdlar 
cooparlacaa  co a  be  eaada  for  ether  periods  and  groups  by  relating  Tables 
144  sad  145. 


Table  146 


Orftirals&t  lenal  ccgalaint  potential :  On  the  first  interview,  resi¬ 
dents  were  asked  about  their  reediness  to  cos-plain  about  the  bocas  If 
asked  by  a  local  organisation  to  do  so.  As  Table  147  shears,  residents 
who  were  net  annoyed  or  who  felt  local  beesa  necessary  ware  a  little  tsors 
ready  to  c coplain  if  urged  to  do  so  by  an  organised  campaign.  Annoyed 
residents,  however,  by  the  third  interview  were  equally  ready  to  complain 
on  their  own  initiative.  This  finding  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  local 
groups  were  In  feet  urging  individual  complaint. 


REPORTED  ORGANIZATIONAL  COMPLAINT  POTENTIAL  FOR  SONIC  BOOHS 
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Actual  caggirlata  about  acaic  bcxaa:  As  expected,  the  last  eat  of 
actual  ecsjsplaining  to  the  FAA  shout  the  beam*  w« 3  directly  related  to 
the  combination  of  hostile  attitudes  toward  the  boons.  While  alac&t  8X 
oi  those  who  felt  the  bccaa  vers  unnecessary  s^id  th«7  contacted  the  FA A, 
only  IX  with  the  op  peg  it*,  favorable  vie  is  ccr  pleinad  about  the  bo«a®.  The 
nuaber  complaining  increased  to  1GX  if  there  who  vara  annoyed  by  the 
bocswJ  also  felt  thea  unnecessary,  The  opposite,  west  favorable  group, 
reported  that  leas  than  IX  actually  co??plaired„ 

All  distance  groups  had  the  saw®  pattern  of  coatplaiata,  with  th® 
close  area  resident*  reporting  the  scat  c explaining,  follcarad  by  the 
filddle  and  far  distance  groups.  In  th®  close  arej&s,  13X  of  th®  scat 
hostile  resident*  said  they  ccr.plai  nsd  cospa  red  to  lege  than  IX  of  the 
scat  friendly  residents  a  spread  of  12%  in  actual  complaint  activities 

A  comparison  of  Tables  148  and  146  indicates  that  about  four  persona 
felt  like  complaining  about  the  bocos  for  every  on®  who  actually  followed 
through  and  ccssplatned.  Surprisingly,  this  ratio  of  potential  to  actual 
ccaplaint  was  about  tha  eeae  for  both  persona  who  believed  local  boasa 
wrre  necessary  or  hot  necessary. 
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RE  PORT  2D  ACTUAL  COMPLAINTS  ABC’JT  BOOMS 
BY  BELIE?  IN  NECESSITY  AND  ANNOYANCE  WITH  BO0J3 
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Belief  in  chances  to  reduce  vo-emi! :  As  Table  149  shows,  all  attitude 
groups  were  alxaost  equally  p<ss«  ^nistic  about  being  able  to  do  something 
about  the  boesas.  Only  15i  of  the  cave: able  attitude  group  and  13%  of  the 
hostile  group  felt  there  was  even  a  good  chance  to  reduce  the  boom*.  Per¬ 
haps  this  pervasive  sense  of  futility  explains  the  similarity  in  ratios 
between  potential  and  actual  complaint  activities. 


WPORTBO  BELIEF  IN  THE  CHANCES  FOR  DOING  SOMETHING 
TO  REDUCE  THE  BOOMS 

BY  BELIEF  IN  NECESSITY  AND  ANNOYANCE  WITH  BOOMS 
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7.  Lena  Range  Acceptability  of  Booms 

Relation  to  feelings  of  necessity  of  booms:  Expectations  of 
long  range  acceptability  of  sonic  booms  were  directly  related  to  favor¬ 
able  attitudes  toward  the  boca.  Persons  who  felt  the  booms  were  neces¬ 
sary  reported  on  the  first  interview  that  971  felt  they  could  live  with 
eight  boons  per  day.  By  the  third  interview,  these  same  persons  said 
that  only  93%  coaid  accept  the  boms.  In  contrast,  only  87%  of  those 
who  felt  the  boms  were  not  necessary  said  they  could  accept  the  booms 
indefinitely  on  the  first  interview  and  only  64%  felt  they  could  accept 
them  on  the  third  interview. 

Relation  to  feelings  of  annoyance:  It  is  interesting  to  note  that 
83%  of  annoyed  persons  on  the  third  interview  who  felt  boomo  necessary 
said  they  could  accept  the  booms.  This  was  only  14%  less  than  the  com¬ 
parable  persons  who  were  not  annoyed  by  the  booms.  In  contrast,  only 
53%  of  annoyed  persons  on  the  third  interview  who  felt  local  booms  were 
not  necessary  said  they  could  live  with  the  booms .  In  comparison,  97% 
of  those  not  annoyed  who  felt  the  booms  necessary  said  they  could  accept 
the  boons  --  a  spread  of  44%  in  expected  acceptance  of  booms. 

Distance  groups:  Very  small  differences  were  reported  by  different 
distance  groups  in  their  expected  acceptance  of  indefinite  booms.  Only 
the  most  distant  hostile  residents  reported  somewhat  greater  acceptance 
than  comparable  close  and  middle  distance  residents. 


’CRIED  PERSONAL  ABILITY  TO  ACCEPT  EIGHT  BOOMS  PER  DAY 
BY  BELIEF  IN  NECESSITY  AND  ANNOYANCE  WITH  BOOHS 
AT  END  OF  STUDY 


251 


u 

« 

GO 

N 

o 

H 

C7n 

g  o 

r» 

o 

<r 

vO 

> 

U 

> 

co 

• 

• 

• 

• 

♦ 

CO 

•  • 

• 

• 

u 

o 

o 

o 

Q 

<r 

wo 

CO 

Ch 

CM  vO 

OO 

00 

CO 

flfi 

2 

£ 

co 

H 

<7\ 

CO 

rs*»  h 

oo 

03 

£ 

03 

•< 

O 

U 

z 

<1) 

g 

<r 

£ 

O' 

K 

vO  -7 

g 

oo 

CM 

P> 

r* 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

X 

•  * 

• 

• 

• 

4J 

O 

co 

<r 

CO 

CM 

CO 

flO 

uO 

»-l 

co 

O 

c 

CO 

WO 

CM 

oo 

00 

CO  CM 

sO 

CO 

35 

c 

§ 

0 

< 

H 

g 

CO 

g 

g  ® 

H 

>* 

CO 

co 

Q 

c3 

o 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

CTv 

•  • 

• 

• 

• 

m 

Li 

CO 

WO 

T— ! 

o* 

GO 

CO 

CM 

GO  CO 

CM 

CO 

0 

cm 

vD 

CM 

00 

CM 

CM 

CM 

H 

rM 

H 

I 


A 

<t> 

3 

cr* 

< 

H 

TJ 

e> 

g  ITI 

> 

4.1 

> 

r-4 

•  • 

•U 

o 

o 

GO 

sr  <* 

u 

22 

c 

uO 

o 

CJ 

*-> 

«3 

c 

t 

■o 

< 

cr 

03 

t’j 

L 

a» 

0 

<s 

u 

T3 

n 

■s 

3 

4 

Mf  CM 

55 

H 

CM 

*  H 

m 

JO 

Oi 

CM 

00  vO 

0) 

§ 

c 

CM 

o 

fn 

c 

8 

< 

CG 

r — 1 

Kr. 

<8 

CO 

•  • 

4J 

O 

S 

as  r*" 
GO 

H 

in  rs  co 
•  •  • 

co 

S  wo, 
•  # 

** 

<r 

r-M  in 
•  • 

co 

co  oo 

CM 

o-n 

CO 

cr* 

N 

r* 

K 

v£> 

CM 

CM 

sO 

r- 

CO 

o  I'. 

• 

• 

• 

r-< 

• 

• 

• 

•  • 

<r 

co 

CM 

CM 

in 

r-H 

n* 

C3S  fO 

o\ 

CM 

X 

CM 

CO 

I 

i 


rt 

CM 

** 

vn 

H 

vO 

o 

• .  • 

• 

ON 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

i— i 

cn 

CM 

CM 

i-M 

<7. 

ao 

r*4 

C7N 

to 

« 

u 

4J 

£ 

a 

G 

« 

"3 

"tj 

C 

c 

O' 

o 

r-4 

0 

t— 1 

e. 

"•s* 

a 

S 

**«•**. 

«3 

?o 

0 

vO 

t* 

Q 

t 

03 

JJ  c 

1 

4) 

t-4 

4J 

d 

Otf 

« 

-  JS 

o 

o! 

<U 

J^d 

tH 

CO 

£ 

CM 

d 

's 

<w 

•r4 

•e  -o  « 

t-4 

TJ 

•v 

aa 

-rJ 

CM 

O 

1-4 

r— 4  r-4  •* 

a 

r—4 

^-4 

H 

mm 

rH 

U 

3  3  £ 

4J 

rs 

3 

£i 

f-t 

•  i 

>■>  j£ 

o  o  o 

•  • 

M 

.cs 

9 

0 

o 

X 

U  S5 

o  u  n 

H 

<9 

W 

CiG 

o 

U 

Cl 

CS 

2 

X) 

G  -r* 

JQ 

G 

0 

a 

>  S 

a 

> 

a 

& 

w 

3 

P 

n 

« 

H 

2 

± 

U 

3 

A. 

252  - 


-a  n 

O)  <t 

«  ►  tfl 

o  o  on  n 

SB  e  n  © 

C 

< 


** 

H  IN  N 
•  •  • 
O 

00  rH 


H  H 

no  n  cv  n 
wO  •  •  ... 

ao  cv  -o  is  n 

r—*  CO  H  ON 


N  • 
00  CM 
H  N 


V5 

H 

CO 

lO 

S 

• 

00 

• 

• 

• 

f-4 

CO 

co 

r* 

H 

SO 

CM 

co 

n  N  n  h 

^  •  .  ... 

f**  on  n  n  in  in 

Nt  WT|  tV  OH 


tv  n  n 
m  <r 


M 

00  o  tv 
•  •  • 
n  n  n 
no  n 


TJ 

o 

tv 

O  tv 
c  tv 

3 


«  n 

u  o 

O  30 

H 


I  M 

cvl  tv  <r 

N|  ®  H 


'-I  N  U1  H 
r-*|  O 


CO  00 1  ^  IN  N 


n"l  OJ  O  Oi  i»l 
NO  CV|  CO 


"V  l— 4  CV  -O' 

cv  •  •  ... 

p»  <f  cn.  n  n  n 

n  tv  on 


ON  col  ^  <J  O' 
•  •!  ... 
t  ni  oo  qo  tv 

CV)  nO  CV 


O'  N 

O 

• 

«  •  •  • 

CO 

00 

SC  CM  r-l 

n 

in 

ao 

ON 

CV 

Os 

nj  S? 


^nw 
... 
Nf  cv  n 

O' 


Jv  in  ?n  o  n 
00  •  •  ••  •  • 
00  o  N  r-4 

fO  «>  0*1 


Os  00 

•  *i 

<n  r~  ctn 
tv  co  i 


I"*  *-< 

cn  oo  s  oi 

O  •  »  ... 

n  v©  n  o  no  tv 

— <  ©  CV  O' 


_  M 

a?  n  ©  ^h 

•  •  •  •  • 

o  <j  n  n  i~t 

CO  H  O' 


H  H 
r-i  n  -o  ^  tv 

.  .  ... 

n  ©  O'  vo  -o 

tv  cv  <t  <j 


|  ^ 

m  co  n  tv  wo 
Q  •  ... 

'£>  -O  wo  o  ©  n 

no  n  tv  i5  n 


r*  H 

O'©  wO  rH  n 

Cn  .  .  ... 

wo  vo  oo  <r  n  cv 

cv  oo  ON 


H  H 

to  vo  -o  n  n 

•  •  •  •  • 

to  oo  o  O'  ao  tv 

>-<  wo  tv  rv  n 


S'©  S  CV  Nt 
00  •  •'  «  •  • 

CO  NO  cv  ON  co  cv 

n  n  h  co 


4J  C 

-  M 

a 

-j  u 

hH  r-l  » 

3  3  a 

5  5a 


?  8 
O  X 


■|  >  5! 


o  * 
•flow 


>n^3  O  O  Q 

u  m  u  o  a 


•o  w 

hh  a 

>  « 

f  •§ 

o  o 

CV  c. 

'V  9  >N 

NJ  «  rH 

£a  SJ 
•*  .M 

«  'H  H 

<U0n 


a 

•fl  *o  *J 


,  ^  W  3  3  0 

s  ta  55a 


t  6s  ^  <s 

n  -9  4!  S 


n 


25S 


VO 


H  <t 

O 

M> 

H 

rx 

CM 

S  ^ 

o 

H 

vO 

CM 

£ 

NO 

nO 

*  • 

• 

• 

vO 

• 

• 

•  • 

sO 

• 

• 

• 

M  CM 

CO 

-3- 

vO 

SO 

GO 

<f  On 

O 

sO 

co 

ac 

rH 

CO 

<r 

H  ON 

nO 

rH 

ao 

sC 

rH 

00 

rH 

•r* 

m  on 

<r 

<? 

C) 

CO 

•  • 

• 

• 

ro 

ON  U~t 

to 

CO 

rH 

rH 

O'. 

oo 

<r 


CM 


o\  00  cm 

r».  rH 


rH 

CM 


SI  ^ 
•  » 
■-M  CM 
vO  CM 


H 


O  O  00 


o  n  cm 

00 


H 

£ 

H 

On 

xt 

co 

C* 

CO 

•4" 

rH 

ON 

o 

CO 

• 

• 

» 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

rH 

CO 

o 

CM 

4- 

un 

>0 

CM 

ro 

rH 

CM 

CM 

rH 

CM 

CM! 

to 

to 

CM 

!  £ 

O 

CO 

1* 

00 

B 

VO 

CM 

• 

• 

<r 

• 

* 

• 

• 

• 

rH 

ON 

l/N 

CM 

CO 

rH 

CO 

rH 

Mf 

CM 

<r 

CM 

CM 

CM 

co 

cm3 

NO 

CO 

*o 

O' 


5 

H 


r* 

>o«^ 

00  00  cl 
CO 


00  O  CM 
•  •  • 
H  O  fl 
ON 


•O 


?m 

sM 


»o 

C% 


O  HT 

•  • 
co 


g-*1 


m 


r: 

<5-  O 

gi 


•O  MO 
•  • 
c* 

ON 


CO 

CM 


eo 

c 


H 

CO  CO 

NO 

CO 

•  * 

• 

• 

rH  <* 

m 

ON 

On 

£  J 

CM  •  • 

CM  CM  CO 
r-  H 

4 


H 

pi  n  ^ 


CM 

O' 


1  *■* 

>1  M3 

<r 

o 

H 

NO 

ao 

CO 

00 

tO 

ON 

J  * 

* 

• 

rx 

■ 

« 

H 

CO 

• 

• 

1  £ 

rH 

CO 

CO 

r>. 

*Ol 

CO 

IA 

CO 

40 

o 

1  O' 

rH 

CD 

1 

ON 

1 

rH 

GO 

rH 

K 

MT  Oi 
•  • 
>0  cm 

CN 


CO 

CM 


^  ®  , 

•o  uoj  o  * 

rH 


I 


CM 

m 


Hf  vD 
ON 

o 


t 

( 


m 

«3 

ON 

44 

rH 

44 

rH 

d 

d 

"•s. 

NO 

a> 

4 

1 

■g 

1 

o 

1 

ro 

o 

CM 

o 

*SX> 

a 

a. 

5 

CM 

m 

>N 

5 

<3* 

Q 

>N 

5 

rH 

U  c 

W 

rH 

44 

rz 

•* 

m 

Gi 

* 

-  j£ 

C 

•• 

» 

CeS 

^s{ 

c 

M 

© 

4H 

4 

3  3  u 

u-i 

*H 

T3 

Tl 

Jvi 

rH 

O 

rH  rH  •» 

rH 

o 

rH 

rH 

rH 

4J 

3  3  3 

TJ 

XI 

3 

d 

Q 

u 

pN-?L 

coo 

B 

>n 

0 

O 

o 

o  a  a 

cu 

m  eo 

u 

CJ 

q 

CM 

JC% 

•3)  *H 

CM 

M 

ig)  h 

rH 

| 

i 

>  X 

rH 

■ 

0 

>  X 

ao 

8 

X 

M 

-  ^ 

d 

TJ  XJ 
.— 4  » 
3  C7 
O  O 
O  <3 


CM 


S* 

S3 

rH 

t 

o 

rH 

I 

CM 


« 

44 

G 

« 


H 

o 

Cw 

«a 


SS5 


o 


rti 

„3 


>s 


p-4 


i8  — ( 

>  x 


flv  u 

H  rH  oo 

s  3  a 


o  o  o 

u  u  o 


o 


a 


15 


N  ¥ 


a  s 


a 


00  r-d 
sO  <m| 


a 


» n  r 


os  -o  m 
oo 


Os 

00  o 

sO 


i  ** 

ocj  m  cm 

WM  so  1-t 
n1  ton 


<n 

CM 


TJ 

« 

aj 

t] 

96 

CM*  3 

c 

cnj 

c 

■< 

H 

«CM 

• 

4J 

-O  O' 

O 

rM 

m  cm 

H 

00  psl 


m  o  -o 
o»  cm 


sO 

Os 


n  »J  S  n 

•  4  •  •  i 

N  H  CO  rl  I 

nri|  sow 


cm  cn  «o 

00  r-t 


a  so  a  so  cm 

in  •  ■  •  •  • 

00  00  0O  S  H  H 

-i  «m|  n.  cm 


■S3 

o  £| 

O  G 

*  q 


<n 

CM 


a  J 

o  3 


a 


oo  r- 


oo 

OS 


-o 

M 


H 

m 


s 


'll  * 

oo|  oo 
I  Os 


oo  oo 


oo 

CM 


a  osi 


rvj 

m 


H 

OMO 


m  o  ^ 
r*  h  h 


HfOsO 


cm  <n 

00  r— I 


H 

a  os 

H 

O  sO  vT 
•  •  • 

CM 

a 

m 

H 

r 

•J  (MP1 

Os 

H 

<s 

o 

H 

r* 

>inn 


m  n  >-i 

Os 


o 

CM 


Q4 

v 

u 

o 

< 


u 

a 

® 

*§ 

o 

a 


m 

CM 


n. 

I 

in 


e 

« 


« 

(A 


4) 


«  2 


4J 

e 

« 

•8 

o 

a 


-  .* 
C 

•O  t3  4J 


« 

06 


f-4  <4-1 


V 

M 


B 

so 


U  3  3  C 

S  £■■&  3<S,S 


I 

CM 


£2 


1 

O 

H 

H 

>s 

4J 

£ 

sO 

• 

U 

CO 

fH 

1 

PsJ 

»-4 

l 

(9 

> 

2 

a 

-a  u 


3 

Q 

CJ 


3  C 


255 


Expectations  about  accepting  night  booms;  Residents  felt  lees 
optimistic  about  accepting  night  bocma,  Those  who  were  favorable  toward 
booms  more  ofren  felt  they  could  live  with  several  night  boosts.  About 
80%  of  them  said  they  could  secret  night  booms  cciapared  to  only  57%  of 
those  who  felt  local  boons  were  not  necessary.  Those  who  were  alco  an¬ 
noyed  by  daytime  booms  indicated  that  only  49%  of  them  or  leae  than  half, 
felt  they  could  tolerate  night  booms.  In  contrast,  the  moat  favorable 
group  said  that  83%  could  accept  the  night  booms,  a  spread  of  34%  in 
self-appraised  acceptance  of  night  booms. 


Table  151 


-  2C '  - 


« 

v 

0) 

as 


* 


I 
>  > 

H 

K 

*4 

A  CM 

iA 

<A 

cv 

xO 

sC 

2  g 

Ox 

CO  A 

<A 

r> 

ax 

co 

O' 

CM 

*  i 

< 

o 

CM 

r>* 

c— 4 

H 

3 

0\  A  <t  — ( 

O  •  •  •  •  • 

CO  to  CM  sO  <}•  CTs 

cm  a  cm  m  a 


Mf 

c* 


rv  oj 

CM  CM 


»■« 

_  -«  ° 

S  CM  A 

M3  A  CM 


H 

(M  H  rs 
•  •  ■ 
<f  o  Ox 
fN.  *~4 


£ 


oo  a 


C*  CM  03 
<!•  Mf 


• — *  n 

A  A 
A  Cl 


oo 

A 


*"*  1  H 

A  O]  riiOH 

a  ol  n  »  n 
«  CM)  « 


CM 

CM 

~M 


£  A 


g 


sO  M3 


®  r-tj  03  A  00 
CO  C0  (  30  CM 


co 

o 

00 


H 

A  O 


K 

A  O 


A 


vC  Al  OiPlh 
A  cm!  r>.  i-4 


<*3 

A 

CM 


g 


00 


Os  a 

M3  1-4) 


M 

sO  00  sO 
•  *  * 
C»  A-  Mt 

oo 


o 

A 


S'* 

A  O 

co"  ©| 

A  A 


H 

41  CO  N 
•  •  • 
CO  C">  r>. 
xC  <N 


00 

00 

c“> 


fn  oJ 


£5  ^ 


ax  f-» 
in  o* 


•  •  * 
A  A 
00  i—4 


* 


f 


21 


H 


c 


< 


u 

a 

« 

•w 

e 

o 

o. 

a 

« 


u  a 

e  ■“ 

T3  -a  u 

A  A  — 

3  3  0 

<3,3,3 


•< 


A 


9*6 


257 


-  258  - 


8.  Personal  Cuaractarlstica  of  Respondents 

Persona  hostile  to  booaa  were  sore  often  older  vcssen,  with  less 
education  end  lwacr  incotae,  living  la  ot*«  or  two-person  families  without 
any  children.  They  ware  equally  sensitive  to  r.oise  as  persons  with  favor¬ 
able  attitudes  toward  bo-css. 

Fasad.lv  ccgspoaltion:  Persona  who  did  not  believe  in  the  necessity 
of  local  bocss,  whether  or  not  annoyed  by  thep. aore  often  lived  with 
other  adults  only  in  odu  or  two-person  faailiea.  As  Table  152  shows, 

SIX  of  those  hostile  to  local  boosss  lived  with  adults  only  compared  to 
26%  of  those  who  believed  beess  necessary.  Likewise,  45%  of  thos*  hostile 
to  bewss  lived  in  one  or  two-person  faailiea  compered  to  29%  of  those  with 
favorable  attitudes.  The  pattern  in  each  distance  group  was  the  same. 


.SPORTED  FAMILY  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  RESPONDENTS 
BY  BELIEF  IN  NECESSITY  AND  ANNOYANCE  WITH  BOCSS 
AT  END  OF  STUDY 
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Age:  Persons  hostile  to  the  boons  were  aore  often  older  residents. 
While  50%  of  those  who  felt  local  bocaa  were  necessary  were  under  40 
years  old,  only  34%  of  those  with  hostile  views  were  as  young.  Likewise, 
while  23%  of  those  with  favorable  attitudes  were  55  year*  old  or  aore, 

39%  of  those  hostile  to  the  bootas  were  as  old. 
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741  oFthofle^o^irno^h  w  the.  boOBM  were  ra:Mre  oft«n  women.  While 

not  believe  boesno  n^ccssarv  uAr*  urannn  _  <  , 

£.“=  srnir:  — ~  - 


SEX  OF  RESPONDENTS 

BY  BELIEF  IN  NECESSITY  AND  ANNOYANCE  WITH  BOOLS 

AT  END  OP  STUDY 
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Education:  Residents  hostile  to  the  boons  more  often  had  only 
elesentary  education.  About  25%  of  these  who  did  not  believe  local 
bocna  were  necessary  had  only  at  elementary  school  education,  ccsapared 
to  15%  for  these  favorable  to  local  booms.  Likewise,  while  only  28% 
of  the  hostile  group  had  scree  college,  33%  of  the  favorable  attitude 
group  had  sesa  college  education. 
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Income:  Those  hostile  to  the  booms  also  had  lower  family  incomes. 
While  55%  of  those  not  believing  in  the  necessity  of  local  booms  re¬ 
ported  incomes  of  under  $6,000  a  year,  only  47%  of  the  favorable  group 
were  in  this  category.  Likewise,  while  only  20%  of  the  hostile  group 
had  incomes  of  $8,000  or  more,  26%  of  the  favorable  group  had  auch  n- 
comes. 


REPORTED  FAMILY  IKCCHE  OF  RESPONDENTS 
BY  BELIEF  IN  NECESSITY  AND  ANNOYANCE  WITH  BOOHS 
AT  END  OF  STUDY 
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Hoise  sensitivity:  Very  small  differences  were  reported  in  noise 
sensitivity,  Those  who  were  not  annoyed  more  often  indicated  a  ten¬ 
dency  to  be  annoyed  by  fewer  noises,  but  the  differences  were  not  great. 
Those  not  annoyed  said  that  57-5 97.  were  sensitive  to  three  or  fewer 
noises  compared  to  48-51%  for  those  annoyed  by  the  boo®a. 
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Tied  with  aviation  industry:  Very  email  differences  were  reported 
by  all  groups  with  respect  to  respondent  ties  with  the  aviation  industry. 
Surprisingly,  the  least  ties  were  reported  by  those  hostile  to  local 
booms  but  not  annoyed  by  them.  While  the  difference  in  aviation  ties 
between  annoyed  and  not  annoyed  with  hostile  views  was  only  5Z,  such  a 
difference  could  occur  by  chance  in  five  cases  out  of  100  samples. 
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D.  Characteristic 3  of  Actual  Ccnolainer3 


1.  Introduction 


A  little  over  100  respondents  said  they  actually  called  the  FAA 
to  carplain  about  tho  sonic  bocas .  What  kinds  of  people  were  these  cem- 
plainers?  To  snirasr  these  questions,  a  detailed  comparison  will  be  made 
of  cczrplainars  and  nca-ccrq>lffliners.  It  will  be  shown  that  ccaplainers 
were  the  aost  intensely  annoyed  and  the  most  hostile  to  sonic  bocssa.  As 
a  group  they  reflected  the  ettitudes  of  the  much  larger  annoyed  popula¬ 
tion  and  can  be  considered  the  hard  core  of  the  opposition  to  the  boesaa. 

Cowplainara  about  sonic  boras  ware  not  chronic  griparo ,  but  liked 
their  areas  aa  wall  as  the  nen-c  explainers .  Ccmplainera  were  equally 
sensitive  to  noises  in  general,  but  reported  more  than  3-4  times  aa 
much  sonic  boos  interference,  four  times  as  much  annoyance,  6-9  time® 
as  ouch  desire  to  complain,  and  three  times  as  much  damage  from  the  booms. 
They  equally  heard  of  the  boom  test,  recognised  the  boom,  and  were  aware 
of  the  boom  schedule,  and  knew  the  physical  reasons  for  the  boom.  They 
•ore  often  knew  where  to  ccsplain  and  the  reasons  for  the  boom  test.  Cut, 
they  lea®  often  believed  in  the  necessity  of  local  booms,  that  officials 
were  concerned  about  their  welfare,  that  aviation  was  very  important  or 
that  the  SCT  waa  necessary. 


Hot  all  of  these  actual  cosrplsiners,  however,  were  completely  and 
irroversably  opposed  to  the  boosts.  Almost  4CZ  at  the  end  of  the  study 
felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with  eight  booms  per  day  over  an  indefinite 
period  of  time.  Very  few  felt  their  complaints  would  affect  the  boom 
teat,  but  most  felt  it  was  their  right  and  duty  to  express  themselves. 

Coarplainera  ware  more  often  middle-aged  females,  with  older  children 
and  smaller  families.  They  had  more  education,  a  little  more  inccme,  had 
flown  in  airplanes  more  often  and  had  more  family  ties  with  the  aviation 
industry. 

2.  Reports  of  Overall  Likes  and  Dislikes 

Overall  rating  of  satisfaction  with  area;  C explainers  and  noo- 
c explainers  war®  abcut  the  seas  in  overall  satisfaction  with  their  resi¬ 
dential  environments.  About  hclf  felt  their  areas  were  excellent  places 
to  live,  and  another  cna-third  felt  it  was  a  good  place  to  live;  less 
than  15X  felt  their  area  waa  only  a  fair  or  poor  place  to  live.  In  other 
word®,  cceqslainsra  about  bora®  were  not  chronic  gripers  who  were  general¬ 
ly  unhappy  abcut  everything,  as  can  be  seen  in  Table  159. 
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Table  159 


REPORTED  OVERALL  RATING  OF  SATISFACTION  WITH  LIVING  CONDITIONS 
BY  COMFLAINERS  AND  NON-COKPLAINERS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Rating 

Comolainers 

Non-Como la iners* 

Number  of  Respondents 

113 

2739 

Excellent 

50.41 

45.61 

Good 

35.4 

37.7 

Fair 

9.7 

14.1 

Poor 

4.4 

2.4 

Don't  know 

.1 

.2 

*  Includes  all  residents  including  those  who  do  not  believe  in 
complaint. 


Humber  of  dlallkes:  C explainer*  did  dislike  pots  things  about  their 
living  conditions  than  non-c explainers .  When  asked  hej  cany  things  they 
disliked,  201  of  the  c explainers  said  "many  things"  compared  to  only  41 
of  the  non-ccaplainera.  Table  160  presents  these  anawssro. 

Table  160 


REPORTED  NUMBER  OF  DISLIKES  WITH  LIVING  CONDITIONS 
BY  COMPLAINERS  AND  NON -COMPLAINERS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Number  of  Disl  jjfcgg 

Non-Comp lain© rs 

Number  of  respondents 

113 

2739 

Many 

20.41 

3.5 

Few 

71.6 

77.1 

Hardly  anything 

8.0 

17.4 

Don't  know 

- 

2.0 
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Kinds  of  dislikes:  When  asked  to  mention  the  kinds  of  things  dis¬ 
liked,  « la-cat  half  of  the  explainers  (48. 4X)  mentioned  booms  compared 
to  only  13Z  of  the  non- explainers .  In  other  respects,  both  groups 
were  not  too  different  in  their  dislikes,  as  can  be  seen  in  Table  161. 

Table  161 


VOLUNTARY  REPORTS  OP  DISLIKES  AEOUT  LIVING  CONDITIONS 
BY  COHPLAESIIS  AND  N0H-C0MPLAIN2RS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 

Kinds  of  Dislike  <,  Ccmolainors  Non-Comp  la  iners 


ilumber  of  respondents* 

64 

2064 

Sonic  booms 

48. 4X 

12. 8Z 

Socially  unpleasant 

18.8 

11.9 

Roads  inadequate 

15.6 

17.2 

Traffic  danger 

12.5 

12.1 

Other  noises 

10.9 

5.2 

Other  dangerous  conditions 

10.9 

6.1 

Zoning  problems 

10.9 

2.7 

Physical  aspects 

10.9 

13.1 

Poor  appearance 

10,9 

6.5 

Sewerage  inadequate 

7.8 

4.0 

*  Question  asked  only  of  face-to-face  respondents. 


Major  dislikes:  fcfhsn  asked  to  pick  the  one  thing  disliked  the  moat, 
37X  of  the  c explainers  voluntarily  mentioned  the  booms  compared  to  only 
10Z  of  tke  non-consplainera .  In  most  other  aspects,  explainers  and  ncm- 
complainera  were  alike,  except  that  23Z  of  the  c explainers  compared  to 
36Z  of  the  non- explainers  refused  to  select  any  dislike.  Table  162  pre- 
aenta  these  answers . 
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Table  162 


REPORTED  MAJOR  DISLIKES 
BY  COMPLAINERS  AND  NON-COMPLAINERS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Kqtlor  Dial  Ike 3 


Complalners  Non-Complainers 


Number  of  respondents 

Sonic  bootaa 
Traffic  danger 
Transportation;  roads  poor 
Social  aspects 
Other  noise 
Zoning  problems 
Dogs  annoy 
Other  dangers 
Community  facilities 
inadequate 
Area  congested 
Taxes  too  high 
Economic  problems 
Unsightly  neighborhood 
Miscellaneous 
Nothing  disliked 
Don't  know 


113 

2739 

37.21 

9.5Z 

9.7 

11.4 

6.2 

8.2 

6.2 

5.8 

2.7 

3.1 

2.7 

1.3 

2.7 

2.4 

1.8 

3.0 

1.8 

7.6 

.9 

1.4 

.9 

1.1 

.9 

1.8 

.9 

.8 

- 

2.2 

23.0 

35.7 

1.5 

2.7 

Overall  noise  rating:  Cocsplainars  were  a  little  more  sensitive  to 
noise  than  non-ccsplalners.  About  277,  of  the  cossplainsrs  rated  their 
areas  as  noisy  compared  to  only  l&X  of  the  non-ccssplainsro.  While  equal 
numbers  reported  hearing  the  s«ae  kinds  of  noise  in  their  aroaa,  c ex¬ 
plainers  were  more  often  annoyed  by  the®. 
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Table  163 


REPORTED  OVERALL  NOISE  REACTIONS 
BY  COMPLAIKERS  AND  BON-COMPLAINERS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February -July  1964 


1 

Ccrnnlainexs 

Non-Comp lainers 

Humber  of  respondents 

1 

113 

2739 

A.  Overall  Noise  Rating 

Very  noisy 

3.5% 

3.9% 

Fairly  noisy 

23.9 

13.9 

Fairly  quiet 

40.7 

55.0 

Very  quiet 

30.1 

26.5 

Don't  know 

1.8 

.7 

B.  Rinds  of  Noise  Heard 

Cars  or  trucks 

72.5 

72.8 

neighbors  or  children 

38.1 

39.1 

Sonic  booms 

100.0 

98.5 

Ordinary  planes 

72.6 

69.2 

C.  Hoise  Annoyance 

Cars  and  trucks 

30.1 

23.4 

Neighbors  or  children 

10.6 

10.8 

Sonic  booms 

80.5 

46.2 

Ordinary  planes 

21.2 

11.8 

3.  Reports  of  Interference  by  Sonic  Booms 

Cooplainars  were  tauch  hot®  sensitive  to  sonic  booms.  From 
three  to  four  times  as  many  ccssplainero  reported  interference  by  sonic 
boons  than  nen-coaplainsrs .  About  half  the  coaplainers  reported  4-5 
types  of  interference  by  boons  compared  to  only  12-167.  of  the  non- 
c explainers .  Likewise,  only  about  20%  of  the  c explainers  reported 
only  one  or  no  types  of  interference  compared  to  60%  of  the  non-ccsa- 
plainers.  Over  the  sis-nonth  test  period,  reports  of  interference  were 
fairly  stable  for  both  groups. 
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Table  164 


REPORTED  SUMMARY  SCALE  OF  INTERFERENCE  BY  SONIC  BOOHS 
BY  COMPLAINERS  AND  NON- COMPLAINERS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Complainers  Non-Comp la ine  r  a 


Number  of 

2/3- 

4/20- 

6/15- 

2/3- 

4/20- 

6/15- 

interferences 

4/19 

6/14 

7/25 

4/19 

6/14 

7/25 

Number  of  respondents 

113 

113 

108 

2727 

2727 

2573 

4-5 

49.6% 

49.6% 

49.1% 

1j..5% 

12.1% 

16.5% 

2-3 

27.4 

33.6 

27.8 

28.8 

25.1 

20.5 

0  -  1 

23.0 

16.8 

21.3 

59.7 

62.8 

62.0 

4.  Reporta  of  Annoyance  by  Sonic  Boons 

Aa  expected,  ccraplainera  were  more  than  3-4  times  aa  acnoyttd 
as  non-c explainer a.  About  79%  of  the  co^plainera  were  more  than  &  lit¬ 
tle  annoyed  on  the  firat  interview  and  851  on  the  third  interview,  coo¬ 
pered  to  291  of  the  non-coraplaicers  on  the  firat  period  and  44%  on  the 
third  period. 


Table  165 


REPORTED  MORE  THAN  A  LITTLE  ANNOYANCE  WITH  SONIC  BOOMS 
BY  COMPLAINERS  AND  NON-COMPLAINERS 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Reported 

Annoyances 

Number  of  respondents 

More  than  a  little 
Little  or  none 


Corao la inerg 

2/3- 

4/20- 

6/15- 

4/19 

6/14 

7/25 

113 

113 

108 

78.8% 

72.6% 

85.2% 

21.2 

27.4 

14.8 

Non-Camp la Aners 

2/3- 

4/20- 

6/15- 

4/19 

6/14 

111 

2713 

2727 

2573 

28.7% 

36.2% 

44.0% 

71.3 

63.8 

56.0 
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5.  Reports  of  Daaaga  by  Sonic  Bocraa 

The  very  close  correlation  between  complaining  and  reports  of 
alleged  damage  can  be  seen  in  Table  166,  where  861  of  the  complainers 
•aid  they  had  sustained  acae  damage  compared  to  only  32%  of  the  non- 
ccaplalners.  Moreover,  about  one-third  of  the  coaplalners  said  they  had 
been  daaaged  in  each  of  the  three  periods  compared  to  only  5%  of  the  non- 
coEplainars .  Further  underscoring  the  sor©  frequent  damage  claimed  by 
ccaplainers,  32%  of  thesi  said  they  were  damaged  twice  by  the  booms  com¬ 
pared  to  only  9%  of  the  non-coaplainsrs. 

Table  166 


REPORTED  DAMAGE  BY  SONIC  BOOKS 
BY  COMPLAIHZRS  AND  NON-COMPLAINERS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Number  of  Damage  Reoorts 

Complainers 

Non-Comp la iners 

Number  of  respondents 

113 

2739 

Three 

34.5% 

4.8% 

Two 

31.8 

8.8 

One 

19.4 

18.7 

Seme 

85.7% 

32.3% 

None 

14.3  fi 

67.7 

6.  Reporta  of  Desires  to  Complain  and  Actual  Complaints  About  Sonic 
Bocraa 


About  half  of  all  actual  ccaplainera  felt  like  complaining  in 
each  period,  compared  to  only  about  10%  of  all  respondents.  When  those 
who  did  not  believe  in  complaining  (814)  were  deducted  from  the  non-coa- 
plalnera,  the  percentage  who  desi-ed  to  complain  was  increased  only  2-3%. 
Thus,  only  about  15%  of  the  ncn-ccsaplainera  at  the  end  of  the  study  even 
felt  like  complaining. 

Of  these  who  actually  coesplained  at  scrae  time  during  the  study,  the 
ratio  of  actual  complaints  to  felt  like  complaining  dropped  from  .81  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  period  to  .64  in  the  third  period. 


The  bulk  of  the  actual  ccmplainsrs  (61%)  only  complained  once;  only 
13%  complained  on  all  three  periods  and  26%  on  two  of  the  three  period®. 
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Table  167 


REPORTS  OP  DESIRES  TO  COMPLAIN 
AND  ACTUAL  COMPLAINTS  ABOUT  SONIC  BOOMS 
BY  COMFLAINERS  AND  NOH-COKPLAINERS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 

Conplainers  Non-Como lainers 


Number  of  Respondents  113  2739 


A.  Time  Periods 

Felt  like 

Did 

Ratio 

Felt  like 

Did 

Period  2/3-4/19 

Yes 

72.6% 

58.41 

.81 

8.1% 

m  tm 

No 

27.4 

41.6 

— 

91.9 

100.0 

Period  4/20-6/14 

Yes 

71.7 

52.2 

.73 

11.3 

No 

28.3 

47.8 

88.7 

100.0 

Period  6/15-7/25 

- 

Yes 

57.6 

43.5 

.64 

11.9 

— 

No 

32.4 

56.5 

-- 

88.1 

100.0 

B.  Number  of 

Actual  Complaints  Complainers 

Three  13.3% 

Two  25.7 

One  61.0 


Feelings  of  futility  In  cogglelnli^:  As  already  seen  in  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  this  report,  there  war®  widespread  feelings  of  futility  in  com¬ 
plaining.  Surprisingly,  c explainers  were  slightly  a ora  pessimistic  than 
non-corsspl«inor3 .  Hone  of  the  cctsrpl  ainera  felt  there  was  a  "very  good" 
chance  to  reduce  the  boons,  and  only  6%  felt  there  was  even  a  "good" 
chance.  In  comparison,  13%  of  the  nm-ccssplaicora  fslt  there  was  a  "good" 
or  "very  good"  chare®  to  reduce  thebessns. 
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Table  162 


REPORTED  BELIEF  IN  CHANCES  FOR  DOING  SOMETHING  TO  REDUCE  BOOMS 
BY  COMPLAINERS  AND  NON-COKPLAINERS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Chances  for 

Doing  Something  Complainars  Non-Comp  la lners 


Number  of  respondents  113  2713 

Very  good  -  Z  3.9% 

Good  6 . 2  9.1 

Pair  15.0  16.8 

Hardly  any  60.2  53.3 

Don't  know  18.6  16.9 


Know  where  to  comlain;  Only  707,  of  the  canplainers  said  they  knew 
where  to  caaplain  on  the  first  interview,  but  only  61%  actually  knew 
where  to  go.  In  contrast,  34X  of  the  nca-ccuplainers  claimed  knowledge 
of  where  to  ccesplain  and  27%  actually  knew  tha  correct  place.  Apparently 
40%  of  the  complainers  when  motivated  to  do  so  during  the  six  month  test 
discovered  the  correct  place  to  complain. 

Should  others  cosrolaln  if  annoyed:  Almost  947,  of  the  coraplainera 
felt  other  people  should  complain  if  annoyed,  compared  to  677.  of  the  nom- 
c explainers.  When  asked  why  people  should  complain,  almost  half  of  the 
coaplainero  said  it  was  their  right  to  complain  or  to  provide  a  public 
reaction  to  the  booms.  The  others  felt  they  should  complain  if  bothered 
enough  or  if  they  had  damage.  Tills  also  suggests  why  they  actually  com¬ 
plained  thmaelves,  even  though  they  were  pessimistic  of  success.  When 
the  actual  coexplainers  were  asked  why  they  didn't  feel  others  should  com¬ 
plain,  almost  all  said  "It  won't  do  any  good"  or  "People  shouldn't  gripe." 

7.  Long  Range  Acceptability  of  Booms 

Daytime  bocn:  Zven  if  people  conplained  about  booms,  sea®  of 
them  felt  they  could  eventually  get  accustomed  to  them  over  time.  About 
70%  of  the  complainers  felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with  eight  daytime 
booas  on  the  first  interview,  and  almost  40%  still  felt  this  way  on  the 
third  interview.  In  comparison,  93%  of  the  non-ccnplainers  on  the  first 
interview  and  80%  on  the  third  interview  felt  they  could  live  with  the 
bewras . 
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Nighttime  boogia :  Highttice  boc®o  were  considered  wore  difficult  to 
live  with  by  both  complainers  end  ncu-c  explainers .  Only  291  of  the  coa- 
plainera  felt  they  could  accept  several  bocaas  per  night,  ccss:iared  to  711 
of  the  n on- c explainer a .  Table  169  presents  these  long-range  acceptability 
trends. 

i 

Table  169 


REPORTED  ABILITY  TO  ACCEPT  EIGHT  BOOHS  PER  DAY  AND  SEVERAL  BY  NIGHT 
BY  COMPLAINS RS  AND  NON-COKPLAINERS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Complainera 

Non-Comp lainers 

2/3- 

4/20- 

6/15- 

2/3- 

4/20- 

6/15- 

4/19 

6/14 

7/25 

4/19 

6/14 

7/25 

Number  of  respondents 

113 

113 

108 

2713 

2727 

2573 

A.  Eight  per  day 

Could  not  accept 

23.9/. 

48,71 

56.61 

4.51 

11.81 

16.91 

Don*  t  kno»’ 

7.1 

2,6 

4.5 

2.1 

2.1 

3.2 

Could  accept 

69.0 

48.7 

38.9 

93.4 

86.1 

79.9 

Very  likely 

39.8 

28.3 

15.0 

80.1 

68.6 

62.4 

Might 

29.2 

20.4 

1 

23.9 

13.3 

17.5 

17.5 

B.  Several  by  night 

Could  not  accept 
Don't  know 

Could  accept 

Very  likely 
Might 

63.71 

7.1 

29.2 

13.3 
15.9 

21.31 

7.3 

71.4 

48.1 

23.3 

8.  Some  of  the  Factors  That  Might  Influence  Annoyance  ! 

a.  Knowledge  about  the  survey :  Both  caaplainffirs  and  noa-cca- 
plainers  almost  equally  heard  about  the  boca  test.  About  961  of  this 
coaplainara  and  921  of  the  non-c explainers  said  they  knew  about  th®  tast. 
Most  of  those  who  were  informed  about  the  teat  said  they  read  about  it 
in  th®  papers  or  a aw  a  program  on  TV. 
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b.  Knew  physical  causes  of  sonic  booms;  Complainers  were  only 
a  little  better  informed  than  non-complainers  about  the  physical  causes 
of  booms.  About  73%  of  the  complainers  gave  completely  correct  explana¬ 
tions  end  6%  gave  partially  correct  statements.  Thus,  almost  80%  of 
the  c explainers  knew  what  caused  a  sonic  boom.  In  comparison,  67%  of 
the  non-ccaplainars  gave  fully  correct  reasons,  and  6%  gave  partial 
reasons,  for  s  total  of  73%  knowledgeable  responses. 

c.  Recognition  of  bocss:  Both  groups  equally  said  they  always 
recognise  a  boon  when  they  hear  it.  About  81%  of  the  complainers  com¬ 
pared  to  83%  of  the  non-c explainers  gave  this  answer. 

d.  Awareness  of  boom  schedule;  Both  complainers  and  non-com- 
plainers  were  about  equally  aware  of  the  regular  boom  schedule.  About 
81%  of  both  groups  said  the  boons  occurred-  at  the  same  time  each  day. 

e.  Awareness  of  purpose  of  booms:  Slightly  more  complainers 
said  they  knew  the  reason  why  the  bocraa  were  occurring  locally,  but 
about  the  same  number  actually  knew  the  reasons.  About  85%  of  the  cewt- 
plainers  and  77%  of  the  non-coaplainers  said  they  knew  the  reasons,  but 
only  62%  of  the  complainers  and  60%  of  the  non-ccmplainera  knew  the 
real  reasons.  An  additional  20%  of  the  complainers  and  17%  of  the  non- 
CGuplainers  gave  the  false  reasons  that  local  boons  would  help  local 
aviation  or  get  an  SST  terminal  for  Oklahoma  City. 

f.  Belief  in  the  necessity  of  local  boons;  Very  few  complainers 
felt  local  booms  were  absolutely  necessary.  Only  197.  felt  they  were  neces- 
sary  on  the  first  interview,  10%  on  the  second,  and  12%  on  the  third  inter' 
view.  In  contrast,  58%  of  the  non-c explainers  felt  local  boons  were  neces¬ 
sary  on  the  first  interview,  53%  on  the  second  and  47%  on  the  last  inter¬ 
view.  As  has  been  shown,  this  factor  is  also  closely  related  to  annoyance 
and  long-range  tolerance  of  booms. 

g.  Concern  of  aviation  officials;  Only  a  minority  of  the  com- 
plainers  felt  that  local  officials  were  concerned  about  their  welfare. 

Only  14%  of  the  complainers  felt  the  officials  were  very  much  concerned, 
another  16%  felt  they  were  moderately  concerned  and  17%  only  a  little  con¬ 
cerned.  More  than  half  said  they  were  not  concerned  or  didn't  know  whethei 
they  cared.  In  contrast,  40%  of  the  non-ccraplainers  said  the  officials 
were  very  concerned,  26%  moderately  concerned,  11%  a  little  concerned  and 
only  22%  not  concerned  or  uncertain  of  their  views. 

h.  Importance  of  cossnerclal  aviation:  Coraplainers  leas  often 
felt  corasercial  aviation  was  very  important,  that  it  was  extremely  impor¬ 
tant  to  Oklahoma  City  or  that  the  SST  was  necessary.  Only  66%  of  the 
complainers  compared  to  80%  of  the  non-c explainers  felt  aviation  was  very 
important.  Likewise,  only  54%  of  the  c explainers  compared  to  76%  of  the 
n on- c explainer a  felt  aviation  was  extresaely  important  to  Oklahoma  City. 
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When  asked  about  the  SST  itself,  a  minority  of  the  c explainers  felt 
it  was  necessary.  Only  20X  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  and 
another  20%  felt  it  was  probably  necessary.  In  comparison,  38%  of  the 
non-complainers  felt  the  SST  was  absolutely  necessary  and  32%  felt  it  was 
probably  necessary  --  an  overall  difference  of  30%  between  the  two  groups. 

9.  Personal  Characteristics 


Cosnplalnerc  were  sore  often  middle-aged  females,  with  older 
children  and  smaller  families.  They  had  more  education,  a  little  higher 
Incomes,  and  were  about  equally  sensitive  to  noise.  More  often,  the  com- 
plalners  also  had  flown  in  airplanes  and  had  family  connections  with  the 
aviation  Industry.  Table  170  summarises  these  characteristics. 

Table  170 


SELECTED  PERSONAL  CHARACTERISTICS 
OF  COMP  LA  I NEKS  AND  NON-COMPLAINERS 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Number  of  respondents 

Family  Composition 

Adults  only  ........ 

Children  over  6  . 

Children  under  6 . 

Size  of  Family 

One  person . 

Two-three  . 

Four  or  more . 

Arc 

Under  40 . 

40-64  . 

65  or  more.  ...  . 

Age  not  given  . 

Sea 

Male . 

Female . . 


Coaaplainerfl  Won-Cosgplainera 


113 

2739 

50% 

48% 

35 

26 

15 

26 

3% 

10% 

62 

49 

35 

41 

28% 

38% 

53 

40 

16 

21 

3 

1 

26% 

31% 

74 

69 

Education 


Elementary  school  . 

High  school . . 

College . . 

Incog® 

Under  $£©00  . 

$8000  -  14,999 . 

$15, 000  or  more  . 

Incc'se  not  given . 

Cumulative  Number  Noises  Bother 

None . ...  . 

One  ....  . 

Two . 

Three  . 

Four . . 

Five . 

Six . 

Seven . . 

Eight  . 

Flying  Experience 

Never  flown  . 

Flown  once-twice  . 

Flown  three-four  times  .  . 
Flown  five  or  uore  times  . 
Don’t  know  . 

Aviation  Connections 

None  . 

Some  .  . . 

Pe  sonal  . 

Family  . 


C  explainers 

Non- 

Cosiplainers 

161 

23% 

56 

53 

28 

24 

651 

73% 

19 

17 

4 

4 

12 

6 

9.4% 

7.5% 

15.7 

13.5 

28.2 

25.7 

45.4 

43.7 

64.2 

63.8 

76.7 

80.9 

93.9 

91.3 

97.0 

97.5 

100.0 

100.0 

40.6% 

51.7% 

21.9 

20.4 

9.4 

7.7 

25.0 

19.3 

3.1 

.9 

61.0% 

68.1%; 

39, 0_ 

31.9 

13.3 

14.3 

25.7 

17.6 
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E.  Actual  Calls  Received  by  the  FAA 


1.  Types  of  Calls  Received 

The  FAA  had  a  message  center  centralise  all  complaints  received 
during  the  six-month  test.  As  Table  171  indicates,  12,339  calls  and  let¬ 
ters  were  received  during  the  test  fro®  February- July,  of  which  86.7% 
were  from  close  residents,  12.7%  from  middle  distance  residents  and  .6% 
from  distant  residents. 

About  75%  of  all  residents  lived  in  the  close  areas,  20%  in  the  mid¬ 
dle  distance  and  5%  in  the  distant  areas.  The  greater  concentration  of 
calls  in  the  close  areas  may  be  partly  due  to  the  fact  that  the  phoning 
from  middle  and  far-distant  areas  involved  toll  calls  in  most  cases. 

Damage  reports:  About  69%  of  all  calls  involved  damage  reports,  28% 
annoyance  and  about  3%  simple  inquiries.  The  same  pattern  was  Maintained 
in  all  distance  groups,  but  the  distant  residents  more  often  called  only 
when  they  had  damage  reports.  About  85%  of  all  damage  reports  came  from 
close  residents,  14%  from  middle  distance  and  1%  from  distant  residents. 

Annoyance  calls:  Over  90%  of  all  annoyance  calls  were  concentrated 
in  close  areas,  with  the  rest  corning  froa  middle-distance  areas. 

Table  171 


TYPES  OF  CALLS  RECEIVED  BY  THE  FAA 


Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  1964 


Miles  from  Ground  Track 


Total 

0-8 

8-12 

12  -  16 

16  or  more 

Humber  of 

reports 

12,389 

10,740 

1,574 

60 

15 

A.  Bv  distance 

Damage  69.0% 

67.5% 

78.0% 

83.3% 

93.3% 

Annoyance 

28.4 

29.9 

18.7 

13.3 

- 

Other 

2.6 

2.6 

3.3 

3.4 

6.7 

B.  Bv  type 

Total 

100.0% 

86.7% 

12.7 

.5 

.1 

Damage 

100.0% 

84.9% 

14.4 

.6 

.1 

Annoyance 

100.0% 

91.4% 

8.4 

.2 

- 

Other 

100.0% 

83.0% 

16.1 

.6 

.3 
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2.  Typaa  of  Dgmasg  Reports 

Over  three-quarters  of  all  damage  report#  involved  alleged 
piaster  or  paint  cracks.  Glass  breakage  accounted  for  an  additional  111 
of  the  calls  and  foundation  dssago  about  137..  All  distance  groups  re¬ 
ported  the  a pattern  of  damage . 

Table  172 


TYPES  0?  DAMAGE  REPORTED  TO  FAA 
BY  DISTANCE  FROM  GROUND  TRACK 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February-July  19^4 


Distance  from  Ground  Tra ck 


Type  of  Damage 

Jotal 

00 

a 

o 

8-12 

12  -  16 

Number  of  calls 

8531 

7254 

1227 

50 

Plaster,  paint  cracks 

76. IT 

76. 91 

72.4Z 

54.07. 

Glass  -  regular 

8.7 

8.9 

7.3 

12.0 

Glass  -  plate 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

m 

Automobile  glass 

.4 

.4 

.5 

- 

Green  house  glass 

.1 

.1 

.1 

«• 

Appliances 

1.6 

1.6 

1.3 

8.0 

Mirrors  cracked 

.7 

.7 

.6 

•• 

Fixed  objects 

8.4 

8.5 

8.0 

8.0 

Moveable  objects 

2.7 

2.8 

2.1 

2.0 

Foundations,  walls 

12.6 

11.7 

17.9 

14.0 

Roof 

.6 

.6 

.5 

Chimney 

1.0 

1.1 

.2 

- 

Other  structural 

5.1 

4.9 

6.0 

10.0 

Animal  injury 

.1 

.1 

.1 

Human  injury 

.6 

.7 

.2 

• 

All  other  damage 

* 

.1 

- 

- 

*  Leas  than  0.1  per  cent. 


3.  Relation  of  Calls  to  Overpressure  Level 

The  Median  overpressure  level  for  each  day’s  booms  was  cal¬ 
culated  for  the  cl C3 a  and  middle-distance  areas.  The  numbs r  and  type 
of  calls  wars  then  circulated  for  each  mdian  overpressure  level.  Aa 
Tab la  173  indicates,  all  types  of  calls  fall  into  a  rand on  pattern  with 
the  peak  toward  the  middle  of  the  range.  This  clearly  indicates  that 
calls  wars  not  the  spontaneous  result  of  a  single  stimulus  but  rather 
the  result  of  cusrulat^va  exposures  end  other  personal  variables. 
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Table  173 


types  car  aspciTS  to  faa 

IT  MEDIAN  OFMPSSS SCSS  CGS  DAT  0?  REPORT 

Oklahoma  City  Area 
February- July  1965 


Dally 

Median 

Overpressure  (pffif) 

Total 

Damage 

Annoyance 

Other 

Number  of  calls 

11,823 

8,048 

3,474 

301 

.30 

-  .39 

.21 

.21 

.2Z 

-  X 

.40 

-  .49 

.6 

.7 

.5 

.50 

-  .59 

.8 

.8 

.8 

.7 

.60 

-  .69 

2.1 

2.2 

1.9 

.7 

.70 

-  .79 

5.5 

4.9 

6.8 

8.0 

.80 

-  .89 

6.7 

4.3 

8.7 

12.3 

.90 

-  .99 

11.8 

6.2 

7.7 

9.0 

1.00 

-1.09 

24.2 

13.0 

9.2 

9.3 

1.10 

-1.19 

19.0 

22.1 

28.5 

32.2 

1.20 

-1.29 

7.4 

19.9 

16.4 

23.2 

1.30 

-1.39 

5.5 

8.0 

6.4 

1.3 

1.40 

-1.49 

3.7 

6.3 

4.0 

1.0 

1.50 

-1.59 

3.3 

4.3 

2.5 

— 

1.60 

-1.69 

1.9 

1.9 

2.8 

.7 

1.70 

-1.79 

.6 

.4 

2.0 

1.6 

1.80 

-1.89 

.8 

1.0 

1.1 

1.90 

-1.99 

- 

— 

w 

2.00 

-2.09 

.1 

* 

.5 

2.10 

-2.19 

* 

- 

* 

*  Lee*  than  0.1  per  cent 
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F.  C«j©cltt3ic&3 


The  greatest  acceptability  of  sonic  bocss  waa  reported  by  persona 
with  the  ©oat  favorable  attitudes  toward  the  SST  and  the  FAA  sonic  boom 
test.  Those  who  believed  that  the  development  of  the  SST  was  absolutely 
necessary  and  that  local  boons  were  also  necessary  reported  the  greatest 
accept®®:®  of  scale  boosaa.  In  contrast,  the  least  acceptability  of 
sonic  bocass  v&a  reported  by  persons  with  the  opposite  hostile  views  to¬ 
ward  the  SST  and  the  necessity  of  local  bocsis.  In  the  major  conclusions 
which  follow,  the  average  population  reactions  will  be  presented  as  well 
as  the  range  la  reactions  reported  by  those  with  the  most  favorable  and 
noat  hostile  sonic  been  views. 

1.  Almost  all  residents  ( 94%)  reported  that  tonic  booms  caused  house 
rattles  and  vibrations.  Other  sonic  boon  interferences  with  living 
activities  were:  being  startled  (38%);  interruptions  of  sleep  (18%),  rest 
(17%),  conversation  (14%),  and  radio  and  TV  (9%).  Over  half  (54%)  of  all 
persons  reported  only  house  rattles  or  no  interferences  at  all.  Persona 
with  the  raost  favorable  views  reported  only  36%  had  rattles  or  no  inter¬ 
ferences,  compared  with  73%  of  those  with  the  most  hostile  views  --  a 
range  of  37%. 

2.  More  than  a  little  annoyance  with  sonic  boon  interference  increas 
ed  fre®  37%  of  all  people  during  the  first  interview  to  56%  cm  the  third 
intsrvicw.  Most  of  the  Increas®  was  due  to  more  intense  sonic  boon  ex¬ 
posure  during  the  last  sis  week®  of  the  study.  On  the  third  interview, 
25%  with  the  raost  favorable  views  reported  more  than  a  little  annoyance 
with  boows  compared  to  76%  for  the  most  hostile  group  --  a  range  in  reac¬ 
tions  of  51%. 

3.  About  one-fifth  of  all  residents  felt  they  had  sustained  damage® 
by  the  booms  during  the  first  and  second  interview  periods.  On  th®  third 
interview,  a Ira cat  one-fourth  reported  such  alleged  damage.  During  the 
•is-acoth  test,  38%  overall  felt  they  had  been  damaged  by  the  booms,  with 
plaster  cracks  nost  frequently  reported.  Only  7%  reported  damages  three 
times,  11%  twice,  and  20%  only  once.  Only  25%  of  persons  with  the  most 
favorablo  views  reported  desages,  compared  to  56%  for  the  most  hostile 
group  —  a  aprssd  of  31%  in  alleged  damage  reports.  Persons  who  felt 
that  local  boons  were  not  necessary  and  were  also  annoyed  by  the  booms 
reported  that  60%  had  received  damages.  Persons  who  actually  complained 
to  th®  FAA  about  the  booms  reported  that  86%  had  sustained  damages. 


4.  Oklah'jra.  City  residents  generally  have  a  low  general  complaint 
potential.  Only  24%  even  felt  like  writing  or  calling  an  official  about 
a  eerier  local  problem,  and  less  than  half  (10%)  actually  followed 
through  e&A  actually  did  call.  Those  with  th,3  most  favorable  views  on 
the  sonic  boarsa  reported  that  25%  fait  like  calling  on  a  general  problea 
compared  to  34%  of  the  residents  with  the  most  hostile  views  on  th®  boc^e 
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5.  Only  221  of  all  residents  felt  like  complaining  about  the  sonic 
boons  at  the  end  of  the  study,  and  only  51  actually  did.  Those  with  the 
at  os  t  favorable  attitudes  toward  boom  reported  that  only  3 1  ever  felt 
like  complaining  about  the  boms  and  only  21  actually  did.  In  contrast, 
371  of  the  most  hostile  group  felt  like  ccsaplaining  and  121  actually  did. 
Thue,  there  was  s  341  range  in  desires  to  complain  and  a  101  range  in 
actual  complaints. 

6.  Widespread  feelings  of  futility  in  ccsaplaining  probably  contribut¬ 
ed  to  the  low  levels  of  complaint.  Only  41  felt  that  c explaining  had  a 
"very  good"  chance  of  reducing  the  boms,  and  another  Id  felt  that  com¬ 
plaining  had  even  a  "good"  chance  of  accomplishing  something. 

7.  The  vast  majority  of  residents  felt  they  could  learn  to  live 
with  sonic  booms.  Over  901  felt  they  could  accept  eight  boo «s  per  day 
indefinitely  on  the  first  interview,  and  731  felt  this  way  at  the  end  of 
the  six  month  period.  About  921  of  persona  with  the  most  favorable  views 
said  they  could  accept  the  boms  at  the  end  of  the  study  compared  to  571 
of  the  most  hostile  group  --  a  range  in  acceptance  of  351.  Even  401  of 
the  persons  who  actually  complained  to  the  FAA  said  they  could  probably 
learn  to  live  with  the  boons. 

8.  The  FAA  public  information  progress  wax  v?r*  successful  in  reach¬ 
ing  residents.  About  751  knew  the  physical  causes  of  sonic  boosts,  831 
believed  they  could  always  recognize  the  boesa,  821  ware  aware  of  the 
regular  schedule,  two- thirds  knew  the  purposes  of  the  boom  test,  and 
half  knew  the  six-month  duration  of  the  test. 

9.  Most  residents  ware  favorably  disposed  toward  the  sonic  boom  teat. 
Over  half  (521)  felt  the  local  booms  wars  absolutely  necessary  on  the 
first  interview,  and  381  felt  this  way  on  the  last  interview.  Almost 
three-fourths  of  all  residents  felt  that  aviation  was  estreraaly  important 
to  local  welfare  and  two-thirds  of  all  persons  felt  th®  development  of 
the  SST  was  necessary.  About  one- third  of  all  residents  had  personal  or 
family  connections  with  the  aviation  industry. 

10.  Respondents  who  had  personal  or  family  connections  with  the  avia¬ 
tion  industry  reported  the  same  sonic  boom  reactions  as  persons  with  no 
aviation  connection®. 

11.  Respondents  who  did  not  believe  others  should  report  their  com¬ 
plaints  about  the  booms  even  if  annoyed  by  tfcss,  generally  reported  10- 
20%  less  hostile  reactions  toward  the  booms.  The  exclusion  of  these 
potentially  biased  respondents  from  the  computations  of  total  arcs  re¬ 
sponses  increased  hostile  sonic  boom  reactions  by  2-5%. 

12.  Reactions  of  urban  and  rural  residents  to  scale  were  es¬ 

sentially  the  sfisae. 
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13.  The  Actual  scale  boom  overpressures  experienced  by  Oklahoma 


City  residents  during  the  six  month  test  were  generally  leas  than  the 
progressed  levels.  During  the  last  six  weeks  of  the  test,  however,; 
over  60%  of  the  boosa  equaled  or  exceeded  1.5  psf  in  the  closest  areas 


14.  Answers  to  speculative  types  of  questions  suggest  that  fewer 
residents  think  they  can  accept  night  booas.  More  direct  research  on 
this  problem  is  needed  before  firm  findings  can  be  made. 

15.  Persona  who  actually  complained  to  the  FAA  were  the  most  in¬ 
tensely  annoyed  and  most  hostile  toward  the  SST.  They  were  not  chronic 
gripers  and  liked  their  areas  as  well  as  non- explainer  a .  They  were 
equally  sensitive  to  noise  in  general,  but  reported  3-4  times  more 
sonic  boon  interference,  four  times  more  annoyance,  6-9  times  more 
desire  to  complain  and  3  times  more  das  age  by  booms .  They  leas  often 
believed* in  the  importance  of  aviation  in  general,  the  necessity  of 

the  SST,  or  the  necessity  of  local  bocss.  About  40%  of  the  ccraplainera , 
however,  felt  they  could  learn  to  live  with  eight  sonic  booms  per  day. 
Costplainers  were  more  often  middle  aged  females,  with  older  children, 
and  smaller  families.  They  generally  had  more  education  and  income, 
and  more  often  had  ties  with  the  aviation  industry. 
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